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NCAA  Joint  Policy  Board 

The  Jotnt  Policy  Board  consists  of  the  Administrative  Committee,  listed 
below,  and  the  officers  of  the  Presidents  Commission,  as  listed  on  page  16. 

NCAA  Staff  Liaison. 

Thomas  W.  Jemstedt  (primary  staff  liaison) 

Nancy  L.  Mitchell 

NCAA  Administrative  Committee 

The  Administrative  Committee  includes  the  NCAA  officers  (president,  sec¬ 
retary-treasurer,  division  vice-presidents)  and  the  NCAA  executive  director . 

President 

Joseph  N  Crowley 
President 

University  of  Nevada 
Reno,  Nevada  89557 
(Term  Expires  January  1995*) 

Secretary-T  reasurer 

Prentice  Gautt 
Associate  Commissioner 
Big  Eight  Conference 
1 04  West  Ninth  Street,  Suite  408 
Kansas  City,  Missouri  64105-1755 
(Term  Expires  January  1995*) 

Executive  Director 

Cedric  W.  Dempsey 
6201  College  Boulevard 
Overland  Park,  Kansas  66211-2422 

Division  I  Vice-President  William  M.  Sangster,  Georgia  Institute  of 

Technology  (Term  Expires  January  1996*) 

Division  II  Vice-President.  Charles  N.  Lmdemenn,  Humboldt  State  University 
(Term  Expires  January  1995*) 

Division  III  Vice-President:  Edward  G.  Coll  Jr.,  Alfred  University 
(Term  Expires  January  1996*) 

NCAA  Staff  Liaison:  Tnoa  Bork 


*Not  eligibfe  for  reelection  to  this  position 
Administrative  Organization  _ 
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NCAA  Council 

The  Council  is  elected  by  the  annual  Convention  of  the  Association.  The 
NCAA  president  and  secretary-treasurer  are  ex  officio  members  and  serve  as 
chair  and  secretary,  respectively .  The  other  44  members  of  the  Council  shall 
include  22  members  from  Division  I  (including  at  least  two  chief  executive  offi¬ 
cers  and  at  least  six  women),  1 1  members  from  Division  II  (including  at  least 
two  chief  executive  officers  and  at  least  three  women),  and  1 1  members  from 
Division  III  (including  at  least  two  chief  executive  officers  and  at  least  three 
women).  The  representatives  of  each  division  are  elected  for  terms  of  four 
years  by  the  membership  of  that  division  present  and  voting  at  the  division 
business  session  during  the  annual  Convention.  [Constitution  4. 1. ] 

Division  Steering  Committees:  The  representatives  of  each  division  on  the 
Council  make  up  the  steering  committee  for  each  division  (i.e.,  Division  I  steer¬ 
ing  committee  includes  all  members  of  Division  I  on  the  Council,  Division  II 
steering  committee  includes  all  members  of  Division  II  on  the  Council  and  Divi¬ 
sion  III  steering  committee  includes  all  members  of  Division  III  on  the  Council). 


Division  I 


Name,  Institution 

Representing 

Term  Expires 

Robert  A.  Alost 

President 

Northwestern  State  University 
Natchitoches,  Louisiana  71497-0003 

l-AA  West 
(Region  4) 

Jan.  1996* 

Robert  J.  Baugh 

Dean,  College  of  Health, 

Physical  Education  and  Recreation 
Eastern  Kentucky  University 

Richmond,  Kentucky  40475-3101 

l-AA 

Central 
(Region  2) 

Jan.  1997’ 

Richard  J.  Ensor 

Commissioner 

Metro  Atlantic  Athletic  Conference 

1 090  Amboy  Avenue 

Edison,  New  Jersey  08837-2847 

l-AA 

East 

(Region  1) 

Jan.  1998’ 

Joseph  A.  Etzel 

Director  of  Athletics 

University  of  Portland 

Portland,  Oregon  97203-5798 

l-AAA 
(Region  4) 

Jan.  1998’ 

Dennis  A.  Farrell 

Commissioner 

Big  West  Conference 

2  Corporate  Park,  #206 

Irvine,  California  92714 

l-A 

Big  West 
Conference 
(Region  4) 

Jan.  1 995 

Jeremy  N.  Foley 

Director  of  Athletics 

University  of  Florida 

Gainesville,  Florida  32604 

'Not  eligible  for  reelection  to  this  position 

l-A 

Southeastern 
Conference 
(Region  2) 

Jan.  1995 
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Name.  Institution 
Vivian  1.  Fuller 

Director  of  Athletics,  Intramurals  and 
Recreation 

Northeastern  Illinois  University 
5500  North  St.  Louis  Avenue 
Chicago,  Illinois  60625 

Larry  R.  Gerlach 
Professor  of  History 
University  of  Utah 
Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  84112 

Mildred  B.  Griggs 

Professor  of  Education 
University  of  Illinois 
Champaign,  Illinois  61820 

David  R.  Hart  Jr. 

Director  of  Athletics 

East  Carolina  University 

Greenville.  North  Carolina  27858-4353 

Jerry  L.  Kingston 
Professor  of  Economics 
Arizona  State  University 
Tempe,  Arizona  85287-2505 

Chris  Monasch 
Commissioner 
Northeast  Conference 
900  Route  9 

Woodbridge,  New  Jersey  07095 

James  P  O’Hanlon 
Dean,  Teachers  College 
University  of  Nebraska 
Lincoln,  Nebraska  68588-0234 

Paul  J.  Olscamp 
President 

Bowling  Green  State  University 
Bowling  Green,  Ohio  43403-0100 

Richard  A.  Rosenthal 
Director  of  Athletics 
University  of  Notre  Dame 
Notre  Dame,  Indiana  46556 

Wiiliam  M.  Sangster 
Director  of  International  Programs 
Georgia  Institute  of  Technology 
Atlanta,  Georgia  30332-0590 


Representing  Term  Expires 

I -AAA  Jan.  1998’ 

(Region  3) 


l-A  Jan.  1998’ 

Western  Athletic 
Conference 
(Region  4) 

LA  Jan.  1997’ 

Big  Ten 
Conference 
(Region  3) 

I -At  Large  Jan.  1998* 

(Region  2) 


l-A  Jan  1996’ 

Pacific- 10 
Conference 
(Region  4) 

l-AAA  ‘Jan.  1996’ 

(Region  1) 


l-A  Jan.  1998* 

Big  Eight 
Conference 
(Region  3) 

l-A  Jan.  1997’ 

Mid-American 

Conference 

(Region  3) 

l-A  Jan.  1996* 

Independent  North 
(Region  3) 

l-A  Jan.  1996’ 

Atlantic  Coast 
Conference 
(Region  2) 


'Not  eligible  for  reelection  to  this  position 
Administrative  Organization _ 
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Name,  Institution 

Representing 

Term  Expires 

Doris  R.  Soladay 

Associate  Director  of  Athletics 

Syracuse  University 

Syracuse,  New  York  13244-5020 

l-A 

Big  East 
Conference 
(Region  1) 

Jan  1995* 

Robert  M.  Sweazy 

Vice-Provost  for  Research 

Texas  Tech  University 

Lubbock,  Texas  79409-1035 

l-A 

Southwest 
Conference 
(Region  4) 

Jan.  1997* 

Patricia  V.  Viverito 

Commissioner,  Gateway  Football 
Conference,  and  Senior  Associate 
Commissioner,  Missouri 

Valley  Conference 

1000  St.  Louis  Union  Station,  Suite  333 

St.  Louis,  Missouri  63103 

l-At  Large 
(Region  3) 

Jan.  1995* 

Shirley  A.  Walker 

Coordinator  of  Women’s  Sports/ 

Head  Women’s  Basketball  Coach 

Alcorn  State  University 

Lorman,  Mississippi  39096-9402 

l-At  Large 
(Region  4) 

Jan.  1995* 

Mary  Jo  Warner 

Senior  Associate  Director  of  Athletics 
George  Washington  University 
Washington,  D  C  20052 

i-AAA 
(Region  1) 

Jan.  1996* 

Claudius  E.  Watts  III 

President 

The  Citadel 

Charleston,  South  Carolina  29409 

l-AA 

South 
(Region  2) 

Jan.  1997* 

Division  II 

Name,  Institution 

Term  Expires 

Robert  T.  Becker 

Director  of  Athletics 

Saginaw  Valley  State  University 

University  Center,  Michigan  48710 
(Region  3) 

Jan.  1998* 

Clint  Bryant 

Director  of  Athletics 

Augusta  College 

Augusta.  Georgia  30910 
(Region  2) 

Jan.  1995* 

Rita  M.  Castagna 

Jan.  1996* 

Director  of  Athletics 
Assumption  College 
Worcester,  Massachusetts  0161 5-0005 
(Region  1) 


"Not  eligible  for  reelection  to  this  position 
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1995  Convention  Proceedings 


Name,  Institution 

Lynn  L  Dorn 

Director  of  Women’s  Athletics 
North  Dakota  State  University 
Fargo,  North  Dakota  58105-5600 
(Region  4) 

Richard  A.  Johanningmeier 
Director  of  Athletics 
Washburn  University 
Topeka,  Kansas  66621 
(Region  3) 

Janet  R.  Kittell 
Director  of  Athletics 
California  State  University 
Chico,  California  95929-0300 
(Region  4) 

Charles  N.  Lindemenn 
Director  of  Athletics 
Humboldt  State  University 
Areata.  California  95521 
(Region  4) 

Harold  J.  McGee 
President 

Jacksonville  State  University 
Jacksonville.  Alabama  36265-9982 
(Region  2) 

David  P.  O’Toole 
Professor  of  Mathematics 
Bellarmine  College 
Louisville,  Kentucky  40205-0671 
(Region  3) 

Shirley  Green  Reese 
Associate  Director  of  Athletics 
Albany  State  College 
Albany,  Georgia  31705 
(Region  2) 

Diane  L.  Reinhard 
President 
Clarion  University 
Clarion,  Pennsylvania  16214 
(Region  1 ) 


Term  Expires 

Jan.  1998’ 


Jan.  1996* 


Jan.  1996* 


Jan.  1995* 


Jan.  1995* 


Jan.  1997* 


Jan.  1997* 


Jan.  1997* 
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Division  III 


Name,  Institution 

Bridget  Belgiovine 
Director  of  Athletics 
University  of  Wisconsin 
La  Crosse,  Wisconsin  54601 
(Region  4) 

Dolores  A.  Bogard 
Associate  Director  of  Athletics 
State  University  College 
Cortland.  New  York  13045 
(Region  2) 

Robert  G.  Bottoms 

President 

DePauw  University 
Greencastle,  Indiana  46135 
(Region  3) 

Daniel  L.  Bridges 
Director  of  Athletics 
California  Institute  of  Technology 
Pasadena,  California  91125 
(Region  4) 

Edward  G.  Coll  Jr. 

President 
Alfred  University 
Alfred,  New  York  14802*1232 
(Region  2) 

Dennis  M.  Collins 
Executive  Director 
North  Coast  Athletic  Conference 
24700  Center  Ridge  Road  #10 
Westlake,  Ohio  44145 
(Region  3) 

John  H.  Harvey 
Director  of  Athletics 
Carnegie  Mellon  University 
Pittsburgh,  Pennsylvania  15213 
(Region  2) 

Linda  E.  Hopple 
Executive  Director 

Middle  Atlantic  States  Athletic  Conference 
Lebanon  Valley  College 
101  North  College  Avenue 
Annville,  Pennsylvania  17003*0501 
(Region  2) 


Term  Expires 

Jan.  1998* 


Jan.  1995* 


Jan.  1995* 


Jan  1997* 


Jan.  1997* 


Jan.  1996* 


Jan.  1995* 


Jan.  1998* 


’Not  eligible  for  rejection  to  this  portion 
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1995  Convention  Proceedings 


Name,  institution 

Linda  S.  Moulton 
Director  of  Athletics 
Clark  University 

Worcester,  Massachusetts  01610-1477 
(Region  1) 

Lawrence  R  Schiner 
Director  of  Athletics 
and  Faculty  Athfetics  Representative 
Jersey  City  State  College 
Jersey  City,  New  Jersey  07305-1597 
(Region  1) 

Robert  E  Williams 

Director  of  Athletics 

Swarthmore  College 

Swarthmore,  Pennsylvania  19081-1397 

(Region  2) 

NCAA  Staff  Liaison- 

Cedric  W.  Dempsey  (Executive  Director) 

Stephen  R.  Morgan  (Council,  pnmary  staff  liaison) 

Nancy  L  Mitchell  (Legislation  and  Interpretations,  Division  I) 
Stephen  A  Mallonee  (Division  II) 

Daniel  T.  Dutcher  (Division  IIJ) 

Jacqueline  Hudson  (Council,  Division  l  Recording  Secretary) 
Carolyn  A.  Dias  (Division  II  Recording  Secretary) 

Marybeth  Ruskamp  (Division  III  Recording  Secretary) 

Lydia  L.  Sanchez  (Meeting  Arrangements) 


Term  Expires 
Jan.  1996* 


Jan.  1997* 


‘Not  eligible  for  reelection  to  this  position 
Administrative  Organization  — 
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Presidents  Commission 

The  Presidents  Commission  is  elected  by  a  mail  vote  of  the  chief  executive 
officers  of  all  member  institutions  (or  selected  by  the  Division  f-A  confer¬ 
ences).  The  44  members  shall  include  22  who  shall  represent  Division  I 
members,  1 1  who  shall  represent  Division  II  members  and  1 1  who  shall  rep¬ 
resent  Division  III  members .  At  least  three  women  shall  be  included,  prefer¬ 
ably  one  from  each  division .  The  representatives  of  each  division  are  elected 
for  terms  of  four  years  by  the  chief  executive  officers  of  that  division  (or  by  the 
Division  l-A  conferences).  The  officers  of  the  Presidents  Commission  are 
elected  from  among  the  members  of  the  Commission  by  a  majority  vote  of 
the  Commission ’s  members  to  serve  for  two  years. 


Commission  Chair:  Judith  E.  N.  Albino 

University  of  Colorado  System 

Division  1  Chair:  Eamon  M.  Kelly 

Tulane  University 

Division  il  Chair:  Judith  A.  Ramaley 

Portland  State  University 

Division  1)1  Chair.  Claire  L  Gaudiani 

Connecticut  College 

Division  1 

Term  as 

Chair  Expires 

Jan.  1996* 

Jan.  1995* 

Jan.  1997* 

Jan.  1996* 

Name,  Institution 

Representing 

Term  Expires 

Judith  E  N.  Albino 

President 

University  of  Colorado  System 

Boulder,  Colorado  80309 

l-A 

At  Large 
(Region  3) 

Jan.  1996* 

Richard  L.  Bowen 

President 

Idaho  State  University 

Pocatello,  Idaho  83209 

l-AA  West 
(Region  4) 

Jan.  1996* 

Anthony  J.  DiGiorgio 

President 

Winthrop  University 

Rock  Hill,  South  Carolina  29733 

l-AAA 

At  Large 
(Region  2) 

Jan.  1995* 

Milton  A.  Gordon 

President 

California  State  University 

Fullerton,  California  92634*9480 

l-A 

Big  West 
Conference 
(Region  4) 

Jan  1999 

Paul  Hardin 

Chancellor 

University  of  North  Carolina 

Chape!  Hill.  North  Carolina  27514 

l-A 

Atlantic  Coast 
Conference 
(Region  2) 

Jan.  1998* 

"Not  eligible  for  reefection  to  this  position 
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1995  Convention  Proceedings 


Name,  Institution 

Representing 

Term  Expires 

John  C.  Hitt 

President 

University  of  Central  Florida 

Orlando.  Florida  32816-0002 

l-AA 

South 
(Region  2) 

Jan.  1998* 

Eamon  M.  Kelly 

President 

Tulane  University 

New  Orleans,  Louisiana  70118 

l-A 

Independent 
(Region  2) 

Jan.  1995* 

Robert  Lawless 

President 

Texas  Tech  University 

Lubbock,  Texas  74909*2013 

l-A 

Southwest 
Conference 
(Region  4) 

Jan.  1998* 

J.  Barton  Luedeke 

President 

Rider  University 

Lawrenceviile,  New  Jersey  08648-3099 

l-AAA 

At  Large 
(Region  1) 

Jan.  1998* 

Richard  E.  Peck 

President 

University  of  New  Mexico 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87131 

l-A 

Western  Athletic 
Conference 
(Region  4) 

Jan.  1997* 

Rev.  Nicholas  S,  Rashford 

President 

St.  Joseph's  University 

Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania  19131 

l-AAA 

At  Large 
(Region  1) 

Jan.  1997* 

Hunter  R.  Rawlings  III 

President 

University  of  Iowa 

Iowa  City,  Iowa  52242-1316 

l-A 

Big  Ten 

Conference 
(Region  3) 

Jan.  1996* 

E.  Roger  Sayers 

President 

University  of  Alabama 

Tuscaloosa,  Alabama  35487 

l-A 

Southeastern 
Conference 
(Region  2) 

Jan.  1996* 

Brother  Thomas  J.  Scanlan 

President 

Manhattan  College 

Riverdale,  New  York  10471 

l-AAA 

At  Large 
(Region  1) 

Jan.  1996* 

Kenneth  A.  Shaw 

Chancellor 

Syracuse  University 

Syracuse,  New  York  13244-11 00 

l-A 

Big  East 
Conference 
(Region  2) 

Jan.  1997* 

William  E.  Shelton 

President 

Eastern  Michigan  University 

Ypsilanti,  Michigan  48197 

l-A 

Mid-American 
Conference 
(Region  3) 

Jan.  1997* 

‘Not  eligible  for  reelection  to  this  position 
Administrative  Organization  _ 
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Name.  Institution  Representing 

Samuel  H.  Smith  l_A 

„  Pacific- 10 

Washington  State  University  Conference 

Pullman,  Washington  99164-1048  (Region  4) 

Gary  A.  Sojka  j.AA 

President  Eas| 

Bucknell  University  (Region  1) 

Lewisburg,  Pennsylvania  17837 

KaJa  M.  Stroup 

President  Central 

Southeast  Missouri  State  University  (Region  2) 

Cape  Girardeau,  Missouri  63701-4799 

William  W.  Sutton 

President  At  Large 

Mississippi  Valley  State  University  (Region  4) 

Itta  Bena,  Mississippi  3894 1 

Rev.  David  T.  Tyson  l-AAA 

President  At  Large 

University  of  Portland  (Reqion  4) 

Portland,  Oregon  97203-5798  7 

Jon  Wefald 

President  Big  Ejght 

Kansas  State  University  Conference 

Manhattan,  Kansas  66506  (Region  3) 


Term  Expires 

Jan.  1998* 


Jan.  1997* 


Jan.  1995 


Jan.  1997* 


Jan.  1998* 


Jan  1995* 


Name,  Institution 


Division  II 


Betty  Turner  Asher 
President 

University  of  South  Dakota 
Vermillion,  South  Dakota  57069-2390 
(Region  4) 

Donald  F.  Behrend 
Chancellor 
University  of  Alaska 
Anchorage.  Alaska  99508-8060 
(Region  4) 

Robert  A.  Burnett 
President 

Armstrong  State  College 
Savannah,  Georgia  31419-1997 
(Region  2) 


Term  Expires 

Jan.  1995 


Jan.  1997* 


Jan.  1995 


‘Not  eligible  for  selection  to  this  position 
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Name,  Institution 

Anthony  F.  Ceddia 

President 

Shippensburg  University 
1871  Old  Mam  Dnve 

Shippensburg,  Pennsylvania  17257-2299 
(Region  1) 

Thomas  W  Cole  Jr. 

President  , 

Clark  Atlanta^Jniversity 
Atlanta,  Georgia  30314 
{Region  2) 

Joseph  R  Hagan 

President  - 

Assumption  College 

Worcester,  Massachusetts  01615-0005 

(Region  1) 

Adam  W.  Herbert 
President 

University  of  North  Florida 
Jacksonville.  Florida  32224-2645 
(Region  2) 

Joseph  J.  McGowan  Jr. 

President 

Bellarmme  College 
Louisville,  Kentucky  40205-0671 
{Region  3) 

Judith  A.  Ramafey 
President 

Portland  State  University 
Portland,  Oregon  97207-0751 
{Region  4) 

Donald  W.  Wilson 

President 

Pittsburg  State  University 
1701  South  Broadway 
Pittsburg,  Kansas  66762 
(Region  3) 

Kent  Wyatt 

President 

Delta  State  University 
Cleveland,  Mississippi  38733 
{Region  3) 


Term  Expires 

Jan.  1998* 


Jan.  1995* 


Jan.  1996* 


Jan.  1998* 


*  Jan.  1996* 


Jan.  1997* 


Jan.  1998* 


Jan.  1996* 


‘Not  eligible  for  reelection  to  this  position 
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Division  III 


Name,  Institution 

Michael  F.  Adams 
President 
Centre  College 

Danville,  Kentucky  40422-1394 
(Region  3) 

Robert  J.  Bruce 

President 

Widener  University 

Chester,  Pennsylvania  19013-5792 

(Region  2) 

David  G.  Carter 
President 

Eastern  Connecticut  State  University 
Willimantic,  Connecticut  06226 
(Region  1) 

Claire  L  Gaudiam 
President 

Connecticut  College 

New  London,  Connecticut  06320 

(Region  1) 

Carol  C.  Harter 
President 

State  University  of  New  York 
207  Ervin 

Geneseo,  New  York  14454 
(Region  2) 

Rev.  Michael  J.  Lavelle 
President 

John  Carroll  University 
University  Heights,  Ohio  441 18-4581 
(Region  3) 

Curtis  L.  McCray 
President 
Mifiikin  University 
Decatur,  Illinois  62522-2084 
(Region  4) 

Michele  Tolela  Myers 
President 

Denison  University 
Granville,  Ohio  43023 
(Region  3) 


Term  Expires 
Jan.  1996* 


Jan.  1996* 


Jan.  1997’ 


Jan.  1996* 


Jan  1998* 


Jan.  1995* 


Jan.  1997* 


Jan.  1997* 


*Not  eligible  for  reelection  to  this  position 
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1995  Convention  Proceedings 


Name,  Institution 


Term  Expires 
Jan.  1998* 


L.  Jay  Oliva 
President 

New  York  University 
New  York,  New  York  10012-1019 
(Region  1) 

John  B.  Slaughter  . 

President  ^an>  ^995 

Occidental  College 

Los  Angeles,  California  90041 

(Region  4} 

Cordell  Wynn  . 

President  Jan.  1995* 

Stillman  College 
Tuscaloosa,  Alabama  35403 
(Region  3) 

NCAA  Staff  Liaison: 

Cedric  W.  Dempsey  (Executive  Director) 

Francis  M.  Canavan  (Presidents  Commission,  Division  I,  pnmary  staff  liaison) 

Nancy  L  Mitchell  (Division  I  and  Legislation  and  Interpretations) 

Stephen  A  MalJonee  (Division  It) 

Daniel  T  Dutcher  (Division  III) 

John  H.  Leavens  (Recording  Secretary) 

Lydia  L  Sanchez  (Meeting  Arrangements) 


*Not  eligible  for  reelection  to  this  position 
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NCAA  Executive  Committee 

The  NCAA  president  and  secretary-treasurer  are  ex  officio  members 
of  the  Executive  Committee.  The  division  vice-presidents  shall  be  mem¬ 
bers,  and  the  remaining  nine  members  are  elected  by  the  Council  for 
terms  of  five  years .  [Constitution  4.2.] 

Omsioh  Name,  Institution  Term  Expires 

I"  Mary  R.  Barrett  Jan.  1996' 

Associate  Director  of  Athletics 
University  of  Massachusetts 
Boston.  Massachusetts  02125-3393 
l-AA  Charles  S.  Boone 

Director  of  Athletics 
University  of  Richmond 
Richmond,  Virginia  23173-1903 
Ml  VP  Edward  G.  Coll  Jr. 

President 
Alfred  University 
Alfred,  New  York  1 4802-1232 

l-A  JoanC.  Cronan  jan  lqqy. 

Director  of  Women’s  Athletics 
University  of  Tennessee 
Knoxville.  Tennessee  37996 

Pres.  Joseph  N.  Crowley  Jan  iqqq. 

President  J  1995 

University  of  Nevada 
Reno,  Nevada  89557 

Don  J.  DiJulia  jan>  1995* 

Assistant  Vice-President  and  Director  of  Athletics 
St  Joseph’s  University 
Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania  19131 

Kenneth  A.  Free  Jan.  1996' 

Commissioner 

Mid*  Eastern  Athletic  Conference 
102  North  Elm  Street,  Suite  401 
Greensboro,  North  Carolina  27401 

Prentice  Gautt  Jan  1g95* 

Associate  Commissioner 
Big  Eight  Conference 
104  West  Ninth  Street,  Suite  408 
Kansas  City,  Missouri  64105-1755 

Phyllis  L.  Howlett  Jan  iqqc.„ 

Assistant  Commissioner 
Big  Ten  Conference 
1500  West  Higgins  Road 
Park  Ridge,  Illinois  60068-6300 


'Not  eligible  for  reeiection  to  this  position 


Sec.- 

Treas. 

I-A 


J-AAA 

l-AA 


Jan.  1995* 


Jan  1996* 
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Division  Name,  Institution 

il  Jerry  M.  Hughes 

Director  of  Athletics 
Central  Missouri  State  University 
Warrensburg,  Missouri  64093 

II  VP  Charles  N.  Lindemenn 

Director  of  Athletics 
Humboldt  State  University 
Areata,  California  95521 

William  M.  Sangster  jan.  1996* 

Director  of  International  Programs 
Georgia  Institute  of  Technology 
Atlanta.  Georgia  30332-0590 

John  D.  Swofford  jan  1995 

Director  of  Athletics 
University  of  North  Carolina 
Chapel  Hill,  North  Carolina  27514 

Frank  Windegger  Jan.  iggs* 

Director  of  Athletics 
Texas  Christian  University 
Fort  Worth,  Texas  76129-0001 

NCAA  Staff  Liaison. 

Cedric  W  Dempsey  (Executive  Director) 

Tricia  Bork  (Executive  Committee,  Division  I,  primary  staff  liaison) 

Thomas  W  Jernstedt  (Division  I) 

Dennis  L  Poppe  (Division  II) 

Donna  J  Noonan  (Division  III) 

Frank  E.  Marshall  (Business  Affairs) 

Lydia  L  Sanchez  (Meeting  Arrangements) 


I  VP 
(FA) 

l-A 

i-A 


Term  Expires 

Jan.  1996* 


Jan.  1995* 


‘Not  eligible  for  reeiection  to  this  position 
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NCAA  National  Office 

Management  Team 

Cedric  W.  Dempsey,  Executive  Director 
Thomas  W.  Jernstedt,  Deputy  Executive  Director/Chief  Operating  Officer 

Daniel  Boggan  Jr.,  Group  Executive  Director  for  Education  Services 
Tricia  Bork,  Group  Executive  Director  for  Championships 
Francis  M.  Canavan,  Group  Executive  Director  for  Pubiic  Affairs 
Frank  E.  Marshall,  Group  Executive  Director  for 
Finance  and  Business  Services 

Stephen  R.  Morgan,  Group  Executive  Director  for  Membership  Services 

Executive  Affairs 

Louis  J.  Spry,  Associate  Executive  Director 
Robin  J.  Green,  Administrator  for  the  Committee  on  Infractions 
Lydia  L  Sanche2,  Director  of  Executive  Affairs 

Education  Services  Group 

Stanley  D.  Johnson,  Director  of  Professional  Development 
Janet  M.  Justus,  Director  of  Education  Resources 
Edward  A  Thiebe,  Director  of  Youth  Programs 
Frank  D.  Uryasz,  Director  of  Sports  Sciences 
Ursula  R.  Walsh,  Director  of  Research 
Sharon  K.  Cessna,  Youth  Programs  Coordinator 
Timothy  M.  Clark,  Youth  Programs  Coordinator 
Rochelle  M.  Collins,  Youth  Programs  Coordinator 
Randall  W.  Dick,  Assistant  Director  of  Sports  Sciences 
Ellen  Hanley,  Assistant  Director  of  Sports  Sciences 
Donna  L.  Hockersmith,  Administrative  Assistant  for  Sports  Sciences 
Todd  A.  Petr,  Assistant  Director  of  Research 

Finance  and  Business  Services  Group 

John  E.  Lamb,  Director  of  Aviation 
Keith  E.  Martin,  Director  of  Accounting 
Michael  S.  McNeely,  Director  of  Operations 
Daniel  W.  Spencer,  Director  of  Data  Processing 
Karren  L  Bishop,  Programmer/Anaiyst 
Sarah  T.  Bobert,  Accountant 
Allison  Brown,  Programmer/Analyst 
Susan  J.  Brown,  Programmer/Analyst 
Douglas  A .  Carpenter,  Programmer/Analyst 
Kevin  G.  Clark,  Accountant 
Kathy  L.  Day,  Programmer/Analyst 
William  C.  Foreman,  Building  Manager 
Marla  B.  Gleason,  Office  Services  Center  Manager 
Richard  W.  Hanson,  Programmer/Analyst 


24 


1995  Convention  Proceedings 


Mary  J.  Johnston,  Programmer/Anaiyst 
Suzanne  M.  Kerfey,  Human  Resources  Manager 
Eugene  M.  Lamb,  Chief  of  Maintenance  (Aviation) 

De  Ann  M.  Mortensen,  Assistant  Human  Resources  Manager 
Danny  Roberts,  Programmer/Analyst 
Fannie  B.  Vaughan,  Executive  Assistant 

Championships  Group 

Daniel  A.  Calandro,  Director  of  Division  I  Men's  Basketball  Operations 
William  R  Hancock,  Director  of  Division  I  Men’s  Basketball  Championship 
Donna  J.  Noonan,  Director  of  Championships 
Dennis  L.  Poppe,  Director  of  Championships 
R.  Wayne  Burrow,  Assistant  Director  of  Championships 
Philip  A.  Buttafuoco,  Assistant  Director  of  Championships 
Carl  E.  Daniels,  Assistant  Director  of  Championships 
Thomas  A.  Jacobs,  Assistant  Director  of  Championships 
Bernard  M.  Muir,  Assistant  Director  of  Division  I 
Men  '$  Basketball  Championship 
Deborah  R.  Nelson,  Assistant  Director  of  Championships 
Christine  M.  Pohl,  Assistant  Director  of  Championships 
Michefle  A.  Pond,  Assistant  Director  of  Championships 
Stann  Tate,  Assistant  Director  of  Championships 

Membership  Services  Group 

s-  Davjd  Berst,  Assistant  Executive  Director  for  Enforcement 
John  H.  Leavens,  Assistant  Executive  Director  for  Compliance  Services 
Nancy  L.  Mitchell,  Assistant  Executive  Director  for  Legislative  Services 
Carrie  A.  Doyle,  Director  of  Eligibility 
Daniel  T.  Dutcher,  Director  of  Legislative  Services 
Richard  R.  Hilliard,  Director  of  Enforcement 
Mark  P.  Jones,  Director  of  Enforcement 
David  A.  Knopp,  Director  of  Compliance  Services 
Kevin  C.  Lennon,  Director  of  Compliance  Services 
Stephen  A  MaJlonee,  Director  of  Legislative  Services 
Robert  J.  Mmnix,  Director  of  Enforcement 
Robert  A.  Oliver,  Director  of  Legislative  Services 
Charles  E  Smrt,  Director  of  Enforcement 

Rebecca  G.  Bowman,  Compliance  Representative 
Jan  A.  Brown,  Enforcement  Representative 
David  R.  Brunk,  Compliance  Representative 
Janet  T,  Calandro,  Compliance  Representative 
John  Cochrane,  Enforcement  Representative 
Shepard  C.  Cooper,  Enforcement  Representative 
Melisa  A.  Dehon,  Enforcement  Representative 
Carolyn  A.  Dias,  Compliance  Representative 
Kevin  R.  Fite,  Eligibility  Representative 
Jeffrey  D.  Freedman,  Enforcement  Representative 
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Cynthia  J.  Gabel,  Enforcement  Representative 
Carolayne  E.  Henry,  Legislative  Assistant 
Karl  P.  Hicks,  Enforcement  Representative 
Thomas  C.  Hosty,  Enforcement  Representative 
Jacqueline  Hudson,  Legislative  Assistant 
Shawna  L.  Hutchins,  Legislative  Assistant 
Charles  A.  Jones,  Compliance  Representative 
Gary  F.  Kamer,  Compliance  Representative 
Edward  B.  lupomech,  Enforcement  Representative 
Shane  Lyons,  Legislative  Assistant 
Michael  J.  Marcil,  Compliance  Representative 
Lori  A.  McQueen,  Enforcement  Representative 
Louis  A.  Onofno,  Eligibility  Representative 
Amy  P.  Perko,  Enforcement  Representative 
Richard  C.  Perko,  Legislative  Assistant 
Les  J.  Pico,  Enforcement  Representative 
N  Bea  Pray,  Compliance  Representative 
Garnett  H.  Purnell,  Compliance  Representative 
Mike  L.  Racy,  Legislative  Assistant 
Marybeth  Ruskamp,  Legislative  Assistant 
William  S.  Saum,  Enforcement  Representative 
Chnstopher  D.  Schoemann,  Legislative  Assistant 
Jennifer  L.  Shea,  Legislative  Assistant 
Valerie  Sheley,  Legislative  Assistant 
Kathryn  M,  Statz,  Eligibility  Representative 
Dirk  L.  T aitt,  Enforcement  Representative 
Robert  W.  Thomas,  Compliance  Representative 
David  Thurkill,  Legislative  Assistant 
Guy  H.  Troupe,  Enforcement  Representative 
Shirley  M.  Whitacre,  Membership  Coordinator 
Athena  Yiamouyiannis,  Legislative  Assistant 

Public  Affairs  Group 

David  E  Cawood,  Assistant  Executive  Director  for 
Marketing  and  Broadcast  Sen/ices 
Wallace  I.  Renfro,  Assistant  Executive  Director  for  Publishing 
Michael  V.  Earle,  Director  of  Publishing 
James  A.  Marchiony,  Director  of  Broadcast  Services 
P.  David  Pickle,  Editor-in-chief ,  The  NCAA  News 
Kathryn  M.  Reith,  Director  of  Public  Information 
Victor  M.  Royal,  Director  of  Graphics 
Will  J.  Rudd,  Director  of  the  Visitors  Center 
John  T.  Waters,  Director  of  Licensing 
Alfred  B.  White,  Director  of  Promotions 
James  F,  Wright,  Director  of  Statistics 
Maxine  R.  AJejos,  Circulation  Manager 
Martin  T.  Benson,  Publications  Editor 
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Laura  E  Boflig,  Publications  Editor 
Theodore  A.  Breidenthal,  Publications  Editor 
Gary  T.  Brown,  Publications  Editor 
Richard  M.  Campbell,  Statistics  Coordinator 
Jack  L  Copeland,  Managing  Editor,  The  NCAA  News 
Leslie  E.  Drew,  Technical  Director 
Steven  R.  HagwelJ,  Publications  Editor 
Jeffrey  S.  Hiller,  Assistant  Director  of  the  Visitors  Center 
Kerwin  E.  Hudson,  Assistant  Director  of  Broadcast  Services 
Kathryn  P.  Jarboe,  Merchandise  Manager 
Gary  K.  Johnson,  Statistics  Coordinator 
Regina  L.  McNeal,  Assistant  Director  of  Broadcast  Services 
Ronald  D.  Mott.  Editorial  and  Advertising  Assistant  The  NCAA  News 
Lee  Newman,  Publishing  Production  Manager 
John  D  Painter,  Statistics  Coordinator 
Ronald  Schwartz,  Director,  Television  News  Service,  1 19  West  57th 
Street,  Suite  1212,  New  York,  N.Y :  10019 
Sean  W.  Straziscar,  Statistics  Coordinator 
J.  Gregory  Summers,  Assistant  Director  of  Publishing 
Cynthia  M.  Van  Matre,  Assistant  Director  of  Promotions 
Vikki  K.  Watson,  Assistant  Editor,  The  NCAA  News 
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Active  Member  Institutions 

Abilene  Christian  University:  Cecil  Eager,  David  B.  Merrell,  Royce  L. 
Money 

Adams  State  College:  Vivian  Frausto 

Adelphi  University:  Michael  Givant,  Robert  E.  Hartwell 

Adrian  College-  Stanley  Caine 

Agnes  Scott  College:  Cheryl  L.  Appleberry,  Gue  R  Hudson 
Akron,  University  of:  Michael  A.  Bobinski,  Richard  Franchak,  David 
Jamison,  Dawn  Rogers 

Alabama,  University  of,  at  Birmingham:  Rose  Andrews-Scripa,  Gene 
Bartow,  Joe  Davidson,  Virginia  D.  Gauld,  Steve  Mitchell,  Calli 
Theisen  Sanders 

Alabama,  University  of,  Huntsville:  Michael  Scarano 

Alabama,  University  of,  Tuscaloosa:  Cecil  W.  Ingram,  Thomas  L. 

Jones,  Kermit  Kendrick,  E.  Roger  Sayers 
Alabama  A&M  University:  Betty  Kelly  Austin,  Gene  Bright, 
Charman  J.  Humphrey 

Alabama  State  University:  Arthur  D.  Barnett,  Wallace  Maryland  Jr. 
Alaska  Anchorage,  University  of:  Dede  M.  Allen,  Timothy  J.  Dillon, 
W.  Jack  Peterson 

Alaska  Fairbanks,  University  of:  Ed  S.  Cridge,  Kelly  J.  Higgins, 
Karen  L.  Jones 

Albany,  State  University  of  New  York  at:  Gail  Cummings-Danson, 
Milton  E.  Richards 

Albany  State  College  (Georgia):  Billy  C.  Black,  Shirley  Green  Reese, 
Curtis  Williams 

Albertus  Magnus  College:  Joseph  A,  Tonelli,  Larry  Wielk 
Albion  College:  Frank  Joranko,  Melvin  Vulgamore 
Alcorn  State  University:  Norris  Allen  Edney,  Cardell  Jones,  Shirley 
A.  Walker,  Rudolph  E.  Waters 
Alfred  University:  Edward  G.  Coll  Jr.,  Henry  Ford 
Allegheny  College:  Richard  A.  Creehan,  Maureen  Hunter  Hager 
Allentown  College  of  St.  Francis  de  Sales:  Joy  M.  Richman 
Alvernia  College:  Sandra  Slabik 
American  International  College:  Robert  E.  Burke 
American  University:  Benjamin  Ladner,  Joseph  F.  O’Donnell, 
Barbara  J.  Reimann,  Ronald  E.  Sutton 
American  University  of  Puerto  Rico:  Carlos  Morales,  Juan  C.  Nazano 
Amherst  College:  Suzanne  J.  Everden,  Peter  J.  Gooding 
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Anderson  University:  Cynthia  Peck 

Angelo  State  University:  Kathleen  Brasfield,  Michael  P.  Ryan,  Jerry 
Vandergriff 

Anna  Maria  College:  Stephen  C.  Washkevich 

Appalachian  State  University:  Judith  Clarke,  Alan  J.  Hauser, 
Roachel  Laney 

Arizona,  University  of:  Paul  Capp,  Tanya  Yvette  Hughes,  Kathleen  L. 

LaRose,  Jim  Livengood,  William  Morgan,  Manuel  T.  Pacheco 
Arizona  State  University.  Lattie  F.  Coor,  Herman  R.  Frazier,  Charles 
S.  Harris,  Jerry  L.  Kingston,  John  R.  Park 
Arkansas,  University  of,  Fayetteville:  J.  Frank  Broyles,  Randy  Cale 
Daniel  E.  Ferritor,  Beverly  D.  Lewis,  Albert  M.  Witte 
Arkansas,  University  of,  Little  Rock:  Van  Compton,  Mike  Hamrick, 
Charles  E.  Hathaway,  Gary  A.  Heidt 
Arkansas  State  University:  Sammy  R.  Gennuso,  Bradford  W. 
Hovious,  Eugene  W.  Smith 

Armstrong  State  College:  John  G.  Brewer,  Robert  A.  Burnett  Roger 
L.  Counsil  ’  & 

Ashland  College:  Alan  R.  Platt,  Robert  L.  Wendling 
Assumption  College:  Rita  M.  Castagna,  Joseph  H.  Hagan,  Kevin  L. 
Hickey 

Auburn  University:  Barbara  L.  Camp,  David  Housel,  Jay  Jacobs, 
Jane  B.  Moore,  William  V.  Muse 
Augsburg  College:  Marilyn  Florian 
Augusta  College:  William  A.  Bloodworth  Jr.,  Mary  Lisko 
Augustana  College  (Illinois):  John  R.  Farwell 
Augustana  College  (South  Dakota):  Bill  Gross 
Aurora  University:  Mark  Walsh 

Austin  Peay  State  University:  E.  Kaye  Hart,  Sal  D.  Rinella 

Babson  College.  Andrew  Dutton,  Frank  Millerick 
Baldwin-Wallace  College:  Louis  A.  Barone 

Ball  State  University:  David  Land,  Robert  Don  Purvis,  John  E.  Reno, 
Andrea  Seger 
Bard  College:  Joel  Tomson 
Barry  University:  G.  Jean  Cerra 
Bates  College:  Suzanne  R.  Coffey 

Baylor  University:  Richard  P.  Ellis,  David  Guinn,  James  S.  Nether- 
ton,  Jeanne  P.  Nowlin 

Beaver  College.  Bette  E  Landman,  Shirley  M.  Liddle 
Bellarmine  College.  Jay  Gardiner,  Joseph  J.  McGowan  Jr.,  David  P 
O’Toole 

Bemidji  State  University:  M.  James  Bensen 
Bennett  College:  Janie  M.  Wheeler 
Bentley  College:  Robert  A.  DeFelice,  Sandy  Hoffman 
Bernard  M  Baruch  College.  Helen  Belden,  William  Eng 
Bethany  College  (West  Virginia):  Wallace  B.  Neel 
Bethel  College  (Minnesota):  David  Klostreich 
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Bethune-Cookman  College:  Oswald  P.  Bronson  Sr.,  Richard  H.  Skeel, 
Lynn  W.  Thompson 

Binghamton,  State  University  of  New  York  at:  Sheryl  Sousa,  Joel 
Thirer 

Bloomsburg  University  of  Pennsylvania:  Mary  Gardner,  Brian 
Johnson,  Jessica  Kozloff,  Burton  T.  Reese 
Bluefield  State  College:  John  S.  Duffy 

Boise  State  University:  Gene  Bleymaier,  Carol  Ladwig,  Charles  P. 
Ruch,  Marcia  Wicklow- Howard 

Boston  College:  Mary  Miller  Carson,  Chester  S.  Gladchuk,  Lynn  K. 

Holleran,  Kim  Hollins,  Joseph  F.  Quinn 
Boston  University:  Larry  Fudge,  Averill  C.  Haines,  Linda  Martin, 
Gary  Strickler,  Robert  Watts  Thornburg 
Bowdoin  College:  Sidney  J.  Watson 

Bowie  State  University:  Paulette  Gabourel,  Charles  A.  Guilford, 
Nathanael  Pollard  Jr, 

Bowling  Green  State  University:  Shelley  Appelbaum,  Calvin  Bowers, 
John  C.  Gregory,  Ken  Kavanagh,  Marvin  L  Kumler,  Paul  J. 
Olscamp,  Ronald  E.  Zwierlem 

Bradley  University:  John  R.  Brazil,  Ron  Ferguson,  Ron  Koperski 
Brandeis  University:  Barbara  Bickford,  Jeffrey  W.  Cohen 
Bridgeport,  University  of.  Robert  Baird 
Bridgewater  College  (Virginia):  Thomas  M.  Kinder 
Bridgewater  State  College  (Massachusetts):  John  C.  Harper 
Brigham  Young  University:  Clayne  R.  Jensen,  Barbara  Day 
Lockhart,  Lu  Wallace,  Pete  Witbeck 
Brockport,  State  University  College  at:  Linda  J.  Case,  Edward  M, 
Matejkovic,  Ginny  L.  Studer 

Brown  University:  Julie  Riccardelli,  David  T.  Roach,  Joan  W.  Taylor 
Bryant  College:  Linda  C.  Hackett 

Bryn  Mawr  College:  Lisa  Boyle,  Lynne  M.  Kraskouskas,  Jenepher  P 
Shillingford 

Bucknell  University:  Rick  Hartzell,  Barbara  A  Shailor,  Gary  A 
Sojka,  Timothy  W.  Sweeney 

Buena  Vista  College:  Benjamin  B  Donath,  Roger  Egland 
Buffalo,  State  University  of  New  York  at:  Charles  R.  Fourtner, 
Michael  J.  Gentile,  William  R.  Greiner,  Bridget  Niland,  Nelson  E* 
Townsend 

Buffalo,  State  University  College  at:  Fred  J.  Hartnck 

Butler  University:  Jona  Braden,  Richard  E.  Martin,  John  C.  Parry 

Cabrini  College:  John  L.  Dzik 

California,  University  of,  Berkeley:  Jack  Citrin,  Christine  A.  Dawson, 
Robert  G  Driscoll,  John  V.  Kasser,  Chang-Lin  Tien 
California,  University  of,  Davis:  Pamela  L.  Gill-Fisher,  Jerry  M 
Henderson,  Keith  R.  Williams 

California,  University  of,  Irvine:  Greg  Bistline,  Daniel  G.  Guerrero 
Petrina  M.  Long,  Horace  Mitchell,  Lyman  W.  Porter 
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ealifornia  Un'versity  of,  Los  Angeles:  Peter  T.  Dalis  Judith  R 

CahfoS’n0"3  d  MforDrison’  Michael  Sondheimer,  Stephen  SalnT 

C  LfOrhnrhUnT1VerS  r  °1-  Riv®rside:  R°bert  Gill.  John  Masi,  Raymond 
n  ^ames  J*  Sims,  Nancy  Williams 

»-8it?  °f>  San  DieS°;  Ken  Crosse.  Marilyn  H,U 

c  Esssissa*' 

^  San“  Barbar*  Sto“  Allab“k'  A"» 

Califorma  University  of,  Santa  Cruz-  Jasmine  Hightower 
Cahforma  Institute  of  Technology:  Daniel  L.  Bridles 
Ca  lfornia  Lutheran  University.  Carla  DuPuis,  Joe  Harper 
tIrraA.  y  eCrniC  S'3te  University,  San  Luis  Obispo:  Warren  J 

Lamar'  JOhn  F  Bob 

F">nk  Gibbons, 

‘tStSS'  Bakersfield:  T„„,s  Ar.in.eg.,  Rudy 
California  Sttaa?pUn1VerS't^  CnC°:  Lisa  Gay>  Janet  R-  Kittell 

m,s:  Hmu  “"“fky. 

California  State  University,  Fresno:  Gary  A.  Cunnmgham  Scott 
C ^hnSOn’  Glane  Milutinovich,  Peter  Simis,  John  D  Welty  ’ 
California  State  University,  Fullerton:  Judith  A  Anderson  John 
Easterbrook,  Leon  Gilbert,  Milton  A.  Gordon,  Maryalyce  Jeremiah 
WeTss'3  ate  6rSlty’  Hayward:  Armando  Gonzales,  F.  Douglas 

CaX,t,  Lo!  A”sel's' Caro' M-  D“"' 

c“hS,  So™  jvS;oNn0rlhridse:  Judilh  M  B~"“'  ■<. 

Donaid  R  °"th-  a 

sf^;SD.lULnwLSan  Bern,rd",o:  Ba"’  K"isht' 

California  State  University,  Stanislaus:  Joseph  T  Donahue 
Marvalenc  Hughes,  Wayne  Pierce  P  t/onahue, 

California  University  of  Pennsylvania:  Thomas  G  Pucci 

Calvin  College:  Beverly  KJooster,  Doris  Zuideman 

CaLmrgleUrn'VerSlty:  D°n  DaViS’  Jerry  Hrnciar'  Vinson,  Robert 

Campbell  University:  Susan  A.  Berner,  Tom  Collins  L  T  Easlev 
Canisius  College.  Vincent  Cooke,  Candalene  J.  McCombs  D^el  P. 

Capital  University:  James  L.  Burke,  Roger  Welsh 
Larleton  College:  Leon  Lunder 

Carnegie  Mellon  University:  John  H.  Harvey,  Joan  E.  Maser 
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Carroll  College  (Wisconsin):  Susan  Hansen,  Merle  Masonholder 
Carson-Newman  College:  Mike  Turner 
Carthage  College:  Robert  Bonn 

Case  Western  Reserve  University:  Nancy  Gray,  David  M.  Hutter 
Glenn  Nicholls 

Castleton  State  College:  Martha  K,  Farmer,  Natalie  Hamilton 
Catawba  College:  Karl  E  Hales 
Catholic  University:  Jone  Dowd 

Centenary  College  (Louisiana):  Harold  Christensen,  Russ  Sharp 
Central  Arkansas,  University  of:  Bill  E,  Stephens,  Winfred  L 
Thompson,  Roy  Whitehead  Jr. 

Central  College  (Iowa):  Sam  Bedrosian,  Marjorie  B.  Giles,  Richard 
Kacmarynski,  Kenneth  J.  Weller 

Central  Connecticut  State  University:  Robert  F  Ariosto,  Judith  A 
Davidson,  Frank  R.  A,  Resnick,  Charles  Stephenson 
Central  Florida,  University  of:  William  G.  Callarman,  John  C.  Hitt 
Mary  J.  Kaufman,  Steve  Sloan,  Art  W.  Zeleznik 
Central  Michigan  University:  James  W.  Damitio,  Herb  Deromedi 
Leonard  E.  Plachta,  Marcy  Weston,  Jason  C.  Wilkie 
Central  Missouri  State  University:  Ed  Elliott,  Paul  H.  Engelmann 
Jerry  M.  Hughes,  Crista  Troester 

Central  Oklahoma,  University  of:  Jeff  McKibbin,  Paul  E.  Roach,  John 
E.  Wagnon 

Centre  CoHege:  Michael  F .  Adams,  Kitty  R.  Baird,  Ray  Hammond, 
Bill  Johnston 

Chadron  State  College:  Samuel  H.  Rankin,  Bradley  R.  Smith 
Chaminadc  University:  Thomas  Spring 

Chapman  University:  Penny  Brush,  David  Currey,  Harry  Hamilton 
Marilyn  Harran 

Chaileston,  College  of  (South  Carolina):  Jerry  Baker,  Otto  B 
German,  William  V.  Moore 

Charleston  Southern  University:  Michael  T.  Hammond 
Cheyney  University  of  Pennsylvania:  Andrew  Hinson 
Chicago,  University  of:  Starkey  Duncan,  Rosalie  Resch,  Lorna  P. 
Straus,  Thomas  Weingartner 

Chicago  State  University:  Albert  Avant,  Dolores  E,  Cross,  Christian 
Pope 

Cincinnati,  University  of:  Steven  Green,  Nancy  R.  Hamant,  Vincent 
G.  Ille,  Gerald  K  O’Dell,  Jim  Schaus,  Joseph  A.  Steger 
Citadel,  The:  Walter  Nadzak,  Col.  Gerald  L.  Runey,  Ed  Steers  Lt. 
Gen.  Claudius  E.  Watts  III 

Claremont  McKenna-Harvey  Mudd-Scripps  Colleges:  John  Zinda 
Clarion  University  of  Pennsylvania:  Robert  Carlson,  Nancy  J. 
Latimore,  Diane  L.  Reinhard 

Clark  Atlanta  University:  Jean  Bell  Chandler,  Thomas  W.  Cole  Jr 
Richard  Cosby,  Philip  L.  Hood 
Clark  University  (Massachusetts):  Linda  S.  Moulton 
Clarkson  University:  William  O’Flaherty 
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Clemson  University:  Cecil  O.  Huey  Jr.,  Steven  D.  Nelson,  Philip  H 
Pnnce  Dwight  Rainey,  Robert  W.  Robinson  Jr.,  Linda  White  ' 

^  Va^Um merse ^ ' V6rS * ^ '  Ahce  J-  Khol,  John  Konstantinos,  Claire 
Coasta!  Carolina  University:  Jess  Dannelty,  Andy  Hendrick  Linda 

Hollandsworth,  Ronald  R.  Ingle 

Coe  College:  Barron  Bremner 
Colby-Sawyer  College.  Debi  Field  McGrath 

Colgate  University:  Braden  Houston,  Janet  A.  Little,  Mark  H 
Murphy,  Martin  Scarano 
College  Misericordia:  Michael  W.  Mould 

Colorado,  University  of,  Boulder:  Judith  E.  N.  Albino,  Rich  Caroillo 
James  N  Corbndge  Jr.,  Bill  Marolt,  Stuart  M.  Takeuchi 
Colorado,  UmversRyof,  Colorado  Springs:  Theophilus  D.  Gregory 

“i"?'"* sum  ^  ^ 

SS°  £^TilU/an  \AshIey>  Roxanne  Dale,  Maxwell  F.  Taylor 
Co  orado  School  of  Mines-  R.  Bruce  Allison,  John  A.  Hogan 

c  H*”d-  ^ 
p  B'"keti- Men* 

Columbus  College.  Frank  D  Brown 
Concordia  College,  Moorhead:  Armin  Pipho 

Connecticut,  University  of:  John  L.  Allen,  Pat  Babcock,  Jeffrey  A 
Hathaway,  Noreen  Morns,  Lewis  Perkins  ^ 

Connecticut  College:  Robert  Malekoff 

C°Tuckertate  C°1Iege'  Thomas  Linton  Jr.,  Clayton  McNeill,  Delano 
Cornell  College:  Ellen  Whale 

COMooreUniVerSlty:  Virgmia  AuSusta>  Brian  Austin,  Charles  H. 

Cortland,  State  University  College  at.  Dolores  A.  Bogard  Lee 
Roberts,  William  Sharp  61  ijee 

Creighton  University:  C.  Timothy  Dickel,  Bruce  D.  Rasmussen 
Ann  H"Per-  R”h“d  ° 

D  Kuykendall0^ 1 ^  6 '  M'  Terry  Holland’  Tom  Kazee-  John  W. 
Davis  and  Elkins  College:  Will  Shaw 

Dayton,  University  of:  George  A.  Bohlen,  R.  Elaine  Dreidame 
Brother  Raymond  L.  Fitz,  Dennis  Gerdeman,  Ted  Kissell 

EdgarrN.  Johii?n‘y  ''°h”  L  Bur’""lst”r.  Ann  H.tchens. 

*•  r«-«.r  L. 

Delaware  Valley  College:  Frank  Wolfgang 
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DWyatttate  University:  Milton  L'  BradIey-  James  H.  Jordan,  Kent 

DeSchweizenrVerSUy:  F'  TreV°r  Gambie’  Michele  T°lela  Myers-  Lynn 

DwV6lUr^  of- Daniel  L  Ritchie,  Nancy  S.  Sampson,  Diane  T 
Wendt,  Sheila  Wright 

De)PaanUltUn!VerSTlty:  D-  Bradshaw>  James  Doyle,  Jeanne 

LaDuke,  Jean  Lenti  Ponsetto 

DePauw  University:  Robert  G  Bottoms 

Detroit  Mercy  University  of:  Brad  Bertani,  Patncia  Kellstrom,  Brad 
Kinsman,  Martha  R.  Rowland 
Dickinson  College:  Leslie  J.  Poolman 

District  of  Coliimbia,  University  of:  Emma  J,  Best,  Alvin  J.  Darby 
Dwight  F  Datcher,  Joseph  A.  Julian  y’ 

Dowling  College:  Robert  Dranoff 

Drake  University:  Jean  Berger,  Lynn  King,  Susan  E  Wright 
Drew  University:  Connee  Zotos 

Drexel  University.  Johnson  D.  Bowie,  Patricia  L.  McClellan 
Drury  College:  Penny  Clayton,  Barbara  Cowherd,  Bruce  Harger 
Dubuque,  University  of:  Connie  Hodge 
Duke  University-  Chris  Kennedy,  Thomas  A.  Spragens  Jr 
Duquesne  University:  William  P.  Buzzi,  Brian  Colleary 

Earlham  College:  Porter  G.  Miller,  Richard  J.  Wood 

L  Cm- Richa"' R  E“kin’  R 

E “nsyl'’*nia:  Earl  w 
E  cVkT™rcss„u„mversi,,:  Kci,y  E-  Andre”s-  char,“ * 

EXJyD.MSomsUnlVerSity'  Harbison’  Dona,d  A-  ^gold, 

Eastern  College:  Wayne  D.  Rasmussen 
“SIS™ D™d  G  Ann  Marie 

E*MXn£rp,u,t sax  a,“ Crai*' David  L  j°™ ■  R”b*n  ° 

E  JrK  M,S  Ml3lS‘Ver"‘,:  R°bert  Baugh-  H  Funderburk 

Eastern  Mennonite  College:  Lester  R.  Zook 

Eastern  Michigan  University:  John  R.  Adams,  Carole  J  Huston 
Juanita  M.  Reid,  William  E.  Shelton,  Tim  L.  Weiser 
Eastern  New  Mextco  University:  Thurman  Elder,  Chris  C  Ca-e 

Marsha"  Dn~d'  J°h" 

Edmboro  University  of  Pennsylvania:  Jody  Mooradian 

Elizabeth  City  State  University:  Edward  McLean,  William  A.  Porter 

Elizabethtown  College:  D.  Kenneth  Ober 
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Elmhurst  College:  Christopher  M.  Ragsdale 
AhJ J  Zi  °’"y  EranClS-  Rdb“‘  C-  Vicki  Hightower. 

im^„E.°S;McaSi“  t. 

Emporia  State  University  i  *1?^  Gordon,  Sandy  Tillman 

w.  Quayle  John  c  S  "  Famm’  WUma  Kasnic’  Wlliam 

Erskine  College-  Wilbur  H.  Reames  Jr. 

S'lram^1 Sfi?  Jam6S  A'  ByerS>  Li"da  Crick,  J  Robert 

F<Jrf!  A^neSchwanz  EUg6ne  ?  D°nS’  Tracey  FiJ,,ln-  Milo  W.  Peck 
FWl'eifh  nlcJ5lnson  V™  versity ,  Madison:  William  T  Klika  Jr 
«SdDp?„™“  Un'ra’Sity  T~»*  D«nToSkA„Jn  Guhno, 
pa'™,°nt.ftatte  College:  Colin  T.  Cameron 

Kosciuszko,  Larry  Marfise  lrSC  m^er’  Tom  Kirinovic,  Mark 

Perrum  College:  Ted  M.  Kinder 

FloHHa^if tate  C°,lege:  Elizabeth  A.  Kruczek 

Chance,  Jeremy  Foley  Ann^ne0  l"6}  N'C,halas  6assisi.  Jean 
James  McCloskey  ^  LawIer’  John  V-  Lombardi,  E. 

F  KenaR^yM  UniVefSity:  Mickey  Clayt°".  Roderick  S.  Humphries, 

p!dal”® s  C^tanesey Emmanuel  NewsonfeVer>  T°m  CarglH’  Antho"y 

Mary  AHcTSfaneRa'  UniV6rsity:  Theodo>'a  A-  Aceto,  Joyce  Elam, 
Florida  Southern  College:  Hal  Smeltzly,  Lois  Webb 

|t|pi^5iVera^':S ■^‘Hammond.  Gl.n  F  McN„I, 
Fort  Lewis  College:  Bruce  A.  Grimes 

GwendolynR^vef °llege;  D°Ug,as  T'  Porter-  Oscar  L.  Prater, 
Framingham  State  College:  Lawrence  P.  Boyd 
Francis  Marion  College:  Gerald  Griffin,  Lee  A  Vickers 

WilhamA1.  MarThilf”  C°llege:  John  Andrew<  Patricia  W.  Epps, 
Franklin  College:  Thomas  R.  Hodge 

Teterson161^  C°I,ege'  Rlchard  L.  Burns,  Bruce  Kirsch,  Walter  R. 
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Fredonia,  State  University  College  at:  Charles  Davis,  William  E. 

Leslie,  Donald  A.  MacPhee,  Thomas  E.  Prevet 
Frostburg  State  College:  Loyal  K.  Park 
Furman  University:  John  M.  Block,  Ray  Parlier 

Gallaudet  University:  Peg  Worthington 
Gannon  University:  Michael  Corbett,  Charles  M.  Murphy 
Geneseo,  State  University  College  at:  William  Caren,  Carol  C. 
Harter,  John  L.  Spring 

George  Mason  University:  Susan  A.  Collins,  Michael  G.  Emsley,  Tom 
O’Connor 

George  Washington  University:  Edward  A  Caress,  Robert  A.  Cher- 
nak,  Susie  Jones,  Jack  Kvancz,  Mary  Jo  Warner 
Georgetown  University:  Adam  Brick,  Wayne  A.  Knoll,  Joseph  Lang, 
Francis  X.  Rienzo 

Georgia,  University  of:  Gary  Couvillon,  Vincent  J.  Dooley,  Charles  B. 

Knapp,  Elizabeth  Murphey,  John  W.  Shafer,  Hoke  Wilder 
Georgia  College:  Stan  Aldridge,  Edwin  G.  Speir  Jr. 

Georgia  Institute  of  Technology:  G.  Wayne  Clough,  Bernadette  V. 
McGlade,  James  E.  Murphy  III,  Ida  Neal,  George  Nemhauser, 
Homer  C.  Rice,  William  M.  Sangster 
Georgia  Southern  University:  Brenda  S.  Carter,  Harrison  S.  Carter, 
G.  Lane  Van  Tassell,  David  B.  Wagner 
Georgia  State  University:  Ronald  J.  Henry,  Blaine  Hughes,  James  H. 

Maxey,  Orby  Moss  Jr.,  Carl  V.  Patton 
Gettysburg  College*  Gordon  A.  Haaland,  Charles  W.  Winters 
Gonzaga  University:  John  J  Preston 
Gordon  College:  Walter  Bowman,  Brendan  Cooney 
Goucher  College:  Geoffrey  M.  Miller 
Grambling  State  University:  A.  Lane  Howell 

Grand  Canyon  University:  B.  Keith  Baker,  Marlene  Bjornsrud, 
Claude  N.  Pensis 

Grand  Valley  State  University:  Joan  Boand,  Mary  L.  Horan,  Michael 
J  Kovalchik,  Arend  D.  Lubbers 
Greensboro  College:  Kim  A.  Strable 
Grinnell  College:  Diane  Fairchild 
Grove  City  College:  R.  Jack  Behringer 
Guilford  College:  Gayle  Currie,  Laura  Klingseisen 
Gustavus  Adolphus  College:  James  M.  Malmquist,  Tom  Thorkelson 
Gwynedd-Mercy  College:  Maria  McHugh 

Hamilton  College:  Thomas  E.  Murphy 
Hampden-Sydney  College:  Joe  Bush 

Hampton  University:  Lenora  E.  Armstrong,  Dennis  Thomas 
Hanover  College:  Lynn  Hall,  Russell  L  Nichols,  Stanley  M.  Totten 
Hartford,  University  of:  Jennifer  Heppel,  Patricia  H.  Meiser- 
McKnett,  S.  Edward  Weinswig 
Hartwick  College:  Kenneth  Kutler 
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Harvard  University:  William  J.  Cleary  Jr.,  Patricia  Henry  Fred 
Jewett,  Marcella  K.  Zalot 
Haverford  College:  Penelope  C.  Hinckley 
Hawaii,  University  of,  at  Hilo:  William  R.  Trumbo 
Hawaii,  University  of,  Manoa:  Brandi  Lee  Brooks,  James  J.  Donovan, 
Kaia  Hedlund,  Marilyn  Moniz-Kahoohanohano,  Hugh  Yoshida 
Henderson  State  University:  Charles  D.  Dunn,  David  Gardner 
Kenneth  J.  Turner 
Hendrix  College:  Ann  H.  Die 
Hillsdale  College:  Mickey  Craig,  Jack  H  McAvoy 
Hiram  College.  G.  Benjamin  Oliver 

Hobart  and  William  Smith  Colleges:  Joseph  M.  Berta,  Michael  J 
Hanna 

Hofstra  University:  J.  Richard  Block,  James  V.  Garvey,  Cindy  Lewis 
Hollins  College'  Lynda  J.  Calkins 

Holy  Cross  College:  Rev.  John  E.  Brooks,  Ronald  S.  Perry  Ann 
Zelesky 

Hope  College:  Raymond  E.  Smith 

Houston,  University  of:  James  R.  Benbrook,  William  C.  Carr  Diane 
Howell,  Bill  McGiIlis,  James  H.  Pickering 
Howard  University:  Steve  Favors,  Morris  Hawkins  Jr.,  Deborah  K 
Johnson,  Sondra  Norrell-Thomas,  Altha  B.  Williamson 
Humboldt  State  University:  Gail  J.  Fults,  Dennis  L.  Geyer,  Charles 
N.  Lindemenn 

Hunter  College:  Terry  A.  Wansart 

Idaho,  University  of  Kathy  D.  Clark,  W.  Harold  Godwin 
Idaho  State  University:  Ken  Bothof,  Richard  L.  Bowen,  Nancy 
Graziano,  Cornelius  A.  Hofman 

Illinois,  University  of.  Champaign-  Michael  Aiken,  Rick  Allen,  David 
L.  Chicoine,  Mildred  B.  Griggs,  Ronald  E.  Guenther,  Karol  A 
Kahrs 

Illinois,  University  of,  Chicago:  Thomas  F.  Russo,  James  W.  Schmidt 
Kenneth  E.  Surma,  Barbara  S.  Wood 
Illinois  Benedictine  College:  Anthony  L.  LaScala 
Illinois  College:  Richard  A.  Pfau 

Illinois  State  University:  Richard  Greenspan,  Linda  Herman  Albert 
Otto,  Donna  Taylor,  Thomas  P.  Wallace 
Illinois  Wesleyan  University:  Barbara  Cothren 
Indiana  State  University:  C.  Sue  Davis,  Paul  T.  Edgerton,  Brian  D. 

Faison,  John  C.  Jessell,  John  W  Moore,  Andrea  Myers 
Indiana  University,  Bloomington:  Clarence  H.  Doninger,  William  C 
Perkins,  Mary  Ann  Rohleder 

Indiana  University  of  Pennsylvania-  Frank  Cignetti,  Frank  J. 
Condino,  Steven  C  Ender,  Harold  Goldsmith,  Frances  A.  Noe 
Lawrence  K.  Pettit,  John  C.  Thomas 
Indiana  University-Purdue  University,  Fort  Wayne:  Robert  A. 
Barrett,  Walter  J.  Branson,  Daniel  L.  Gebhart 
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Indiana  University-Purdue  University  at  Indianapolis:  William  N 
Kulsrud,  Hugh  Wolf 

Indianapolis  University  of:  Kenneth  D.  Borden,  William  A.  Bright 
David  Huffman  &  * 

Iona  College:  Tim  Murray,  Rich  Petriccione 

Iowa  University  of:  Robert  Bowlsby,  Christine  H.  B.  Grant,  Kristen 
Holmes,  W.  Fred  Mims,  Hunter  R.  Rawlings  III,  Bonnie  Slatton 
Iowa  State  University:  Norman  L.  Boyles,  J.  Elaine  Hieber,  Martin  C 
Jischke,  Eugene  D.  Smith 

fthaca  College:  Robert  C.  Deming,  Kristen  M.  Ford,  Bonnie  J 
Gordon,  Janies  J.  Whalen 

Jackson  State  University:  Elvalee  Banks,  Paul  E.  Covington,  Melvin 
1  kvans,  James  E.  Lyons,  Sadie  E.  Magee 
Jacksonville  State  University:  Hope  P.  Davis,  Jerry  N.  Cole,  James  T. 
Hobbs,  Haiold  J.  McGee,  Marilyne  Osborne 

JaMSSeSIC  University:  James  J'  Brady-  Catherine  Morgan,  Thomas 

Janies  Madison  University.  Brad  Babcock,  Donald  L.  Lemish,  Janet 
D,  Lucas,  Dennis  E,  Robison 
Jersey  City  State  College:  Lawrence  R.  Schiner 
John  Carroll  University:  Tony  DeCario,  Rev.  Michael  J.  Lavelie 
John  Jay  College  of  Criminal  Justice:  Susan  Larkin 
Johns  Hopkins  University:  Thomas  P.  Calder,  Robert  H  Scott 
Johnson  C  Smith  University:  Moses  W.  Jones,  Horace  T.  Small 
Juniata  College:  William  F.  Berrier 

Kalamazoo  College:  Robert  L,  Kent 

Kansas,  University  of:  Sharon  Bass,  Robert  E.  Frederick,  John  Hadl 
Richard  Konzem,  Delbert  M.  Shankel,  Betsy  G.  Stephenson 

RohLSnt|Un\e,rsit^:  ??r°!  Adolph’  Jim  EpPs-  Robert  s-  Krause, 
Robert  R.  Snell,  Max  F.  Urick,  Jon  Wefald 

Kean  College.  Patricia  Hannisch,  Glenn  Hedden 

Keene  State  College.  Mary  V.  Conway 

Kennesaw  State  College:  Dave  Waples 

Kent  State  University:  Carol  A.  Cartwright,  Judy  Devine,  William 
Konnert,  Lamg  Kennedy 

Kentucky,  University  of:  C.  M.  Newton,  Charles  T.  Wethington  Jr 
Kentucky  State  University:  Betty  M.  Gibson,  Donald  W  Lyons 
Cassie  Osborne  Jr.,  Mary  L.  Smith 
Kentucky  Wesleyan  College:  William  J.  Meadors,  James  E  Welch 
Kenyon  College:  Robert  D.  Bunnell 
King’s  College:  John  J.  Donsh,  Cheryl  Ish 

M“F0.7.„dSfC.r“n,J'IV‘Di':  A',‘lK"'y  A  MaU •  D”i<l 

“ZI5S2 F  B“rt*-  Kmh,"n  “• 
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La  Verne,  University  of:  Jimmy  M  Paschal,  Peggy  Redman  Rick 
Simon 

Lafayette  College:  Eve  Atkinson,  Herman  C.  Kissiah,  Bruce  E 
McCutcheon 

Lake  Forest  College:  Jackie  A.  Slaats 

Lake  Superior  State  University:  Robert  Arbuckle,  William  Crawford 
Charles  W.  Jones 

Lamar  University:  Michael  E.  O’Brien 

Lander  College:  William  C.  Moran,  Betty  H.  Williams 

Le  Moyne  College:  Richard  W.  Rockwell 

Lebanon  Valley  College:  Louis  A.  Sorrentino,  Kathleen  Tierney 
Lees-McRae  College.  Ried  M.  Estus,  Mary  W.  White 
Lehigh  University:  Karen  Adams,  Marsha  Duncan,  Peter  Likins 
Joseph  D.  Sterrett 
Lehman  College:  Edward  D.  Pakel 
LeMoyne-Owen  College:  E.  D.  Wilkens 

Lenoir-Rhyne  College:  Bob  Heller,  Rufus  L.  Moretz,  Keith  Ochs 
Lewis  University:  James  Gaffney,  Raphael  Mascari,  Paul  Ruddy 
Liberty  University:  Chuck  Burch,  Kim  Graham,  William  Gribbin  A 
Pierre  Guillermin 

Lincoln  Memorial  University  Scott  D.  Miller 

Lincoln  University  (Missouri)-  Ronald  E.  Coleman,  Mary  Beth 
Ochsner,  David  L.  Shinholster 

Livingston  University  Donald  C.  Hines,  Dee  Outlaw,  Louis  R.  Smith  Jr, 
Livingstone  College-  Carolyn  L.  Anderson,  Clifton  Huff,  Morris  L 
Wiggins 

Lock  Haven  University  of  Pennsylvania:  Sharon  E.  Taylor,  Craig  D 
Willis 

Long  Beach  State  University:  David  Bernstein,  Barbara  Jackson 
Cindy  Masner,  Robert  C.  Maxson,  David  P.  O’Brien,  Marv  Ann 
Tripodi 

Long  Island  University-Brooklyn  Campus:  Margaret  Alaimo,  Bernard 
W,  Sullivan 

Long  Island  University/C.  W.  Post  Campus:  Vincent  Salamone 
Longwood  College:  William  F.  Domll,  Jack  E.  Williams 
Loras  College*  Robert  G.  Bierie 

Louisiana  State  University:  David  Bahnsen,  Pat  Culbertson,  William 
E.  Davis,  Joe  Dean 

Louisiana  Tech  University.  Jeny  W.  Andrews,  Jim  Oakes 
LouisviHe  University  of:  Glynda  S.  Burton,  William  C.  Olsen,  Arthur 
M.  Riehl,  Donald  C.  Swain 

Loyola  College  (Maryland):  Diane  M.  Aikens.  Joseph  Boylan 
Loyola  Marymount  University:  Lane  M  Bove,  Brian  Quinn 
Loyola  University  (Illinois).  Carolyn  V.  O’Connell,  Samuel  P. 

Ramenofsky,  Charles  T.  Schwarz 
Luther  College:  Walt  Will 
Lynchburg  College:  Jack  M.  Toms 
Lynn  University*  Gregory  Malfitano,  Richard  A.  Young 
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Macalester  College-  Kenneth  W.  Andrews 

Maine,  University  of:  Walter  Abbott,  Frederick  E.  Huthinson,  George 
L.  Jacobson,  Tammy  Light,  Anne  McCoy 
Maine  Maritime  Academy:  William  Mottola 
Manchester  College:  Tom  Jarman 

Manhattan  College:  Robert  J.  Byrnes,  E.  Joseph  Lee,  Brother  Thomas 
J.  ocanlan 

Manhattan ville  College:  Karen  Peterson 

Mankato  State  University:  Don  Amiot,  Georgene  Brock,  Ronald  L. 
Hybertson,  Richard  R.  Rush 

Mansfield  University  of  Pennsylvania:  Rodney  C.  Kelchner,  Roger  N 
Maisner 

Marietta  College:  Jeanne  Arbuckle,  Debora  Lazorik 
Marist  College:  Gerald  Cox,  Dennis  Murray,  John  T.  Ritschdorff 
Alison  Sexton,  R.  Mark  Sullivan 
Maritime  College,  State  University  of  New  York:  James  Migli 
Marquette  University:  William  L.  Cords,  Rev.  Albert  J.  DiUlio  Carla 

H.  Hay,  Kathryn  Statz  "  . . 

Mars  Hill  College-  Ed  Hoffmeyer 

M?,rlhall~Unlversity:  H’  Keener  Fry  Jr.,  William  Lee  Moon  Sr 
Robert  Sawrey,  Dave  Schnase 
Mary  Washington  College:  Edward  H.  Hegmann 
Maryland,  University  of,  Baltimore  County:  Charles  R  Brown 
Freeman  Hrabowski,  John  A.  Kloetzel,  Kathleen  G  Zerrlaut 
Maryland,  University  of,  College  Park:  William  E.  Kirwan,  Betty  F 
Smith,  Suzanne  Tyler,  Deborah  A.  Yow 

Maryland,  University  of,  Eastern  Shore:  Henry  M.  Brooks,  Hallie  E 
Gregory 

Maryville  University  of  St.  Louis:  Keith  Lovin,  David  R  Pierce 
Marywood  College:  Mary  Jo  Gunning 

Massachusetts,  University  of,  Amherst:  J.  D.  Chesloff,  Howard  M 
Davis,  Michael  Hooker,  Peter  K.  Lewenberg,  Robert  K.  Marcum 
Elaine  Sortino,  Glenn  M.  Wong 
Massachusetts,  University  of,  Boston:  Charlie  Titus 
Massachusetts,  University  of,  Dartmouth-  Robert  A.  Dowd,  Judith  A 
Sullivan 

Massachusetts,  University  of,  at  Lowell:  Carmen  Buell,  R  Wavne 
Edwards,  Linda  H.  Kistler 

Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technology:  Thomas  J  Allen  Jr.,  James  J 
Culhton,  Richard  A.  Hill,  Candace  L.  Royer 
Massachusetts  Maritime  Academy:  Robert  Corradi 
McNeese  State  University:  Tommy  E.  Bogle,  Robert  G.  Hayes,  Robert 
D.  Hebert,  Ron  LeLeux 
Medgar  Evers  College:  Roy  Anderson 

MuTnhiS’  University  of:  Charles  Cavagnaro,  Wilson  Dietrich, 
Wtlliam  E.  Lofton,  Lynn  Parkes,  V.  Lane  Rawlins,  Timothy  L 
Sumner,  Nicholas  L.  White 
Mercer  University:  Benjamin  S.  Kelley,  Bobby  Pope 
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Mercy  College:  Neil  D.  Judge 
Mercyhurst  College.  Peter  J.  Russo 

Merrimack  College:  Robert  M.  DeGregorio  Jr.,  Joseph  T  Kelley 
Mesa  State  College:  Raymond  N.  Kieft,  James  F.  Paronto  ' 
Messiah  College:  Layton  Shoemaker 

MHitl”,SRasemUhir  D"Ve"  J“e|>h 

Paul  D“- 

M WomFckVerSity  <0hl°):  Har°ld  W  JaSper’  Paul  G  Risser>  Karen 

University  of.  Percy  Bates,  Margaret  J.  Bradley-Doppes 
James  J- Duderstadt,  Craig  Koilitz,  Joe  Roberson,  John  Sevferth  Jr  ’ 
loodJr  UniV6rSity:  Michafil  L  Havana,  Clarence  Under- 

M,Sm‘pk".I“h R&S  “”iVer“ty:  Darre"  S”ith'  J- 

p- Bergmm-  L“  F»wl"- 

Middlebury  College:  G.  Thomas  Lawson,  Gail  D  Smith 

'5id,  SSC"’1- G A- 

Miilikm  University:  Merle  W.  Chapman 

Mills  College:  Helen  Carroll 

Millsaps  College:  George  M.  Harmon,  Ron  Jurney 

M!McLG’odmVerSlty  °f’  DuiUth:  Greg°ry  F°X’  Linda  Larson-  Bruce 
Minnesota,  University  of,  Morris:  Mark  Fohl 

Minnesota,  University  of,  Twin  Cities:  McKinley  Boston,  Norman 

j-rSSJS^.D".h hSd.Erl*vn‘ M-  Donah“- Niis  Ha,s*in’'>' 

Mississippi,  University  of:  James  T.  “Pete”  Boone,  Kathryn  R 

Les' Wyatt'  Turner>  David  K-  VVelIs-  Max  W.  WilHams; 

Mississipp.  College-  Terry  McMillan,  Sid  Moller,  Howell  W  Todd 
Mississippi  State  University:  David  C  Boles.  Samye  Johnson  Walter 
B.  Newsom,  Larry  O.  Templeton,  Donald  W.  Zacharias 
Mississippi  University  for  Women:  Joyce  Hunt.  Jo  Spearman 

R<,s,nal  L  Hende™-  ci»** 

Missouri  University  of,  Columbia:  Joseph  R.  Castiglione  Damon 
Evans,  Charles  A.  Kiesler,  Sarah  K.  Reesman,  Carl  Settergren 

"ESsr-  K*nsas  ^  &  o~». 

R”“a:  Uwren“  °-  Chri5M"“"-  Mark  E. 

Missouri,  University  of,  St.  Louis:  Sandv  Mad  ear.  n 

Meckfessel,  Thomas  R.  Schnell,  Denise  Silvester,  Charles  G.  Smith 
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Missouri  Southern  State  College:  Sallie  Beard,  Jim  Frazier,  Wayne  A. 
Harrell 

Missouri  Western  State  College.  James  W.  Grechus,  Ed  B  Harris, 
Mary  Nichols 

Monmouth  College  (New  Jersey):  Joan  Martin,  Marilyn  McNeil, 
Marilyn  A.  Parker,  Rebecca  Stafford 
Montana,  University  of:  George  M.  Dennison,  Robert  Lindsay 
William  Moos,  Kathy  Noble 

Montana  State  University-Billings:  Gary  R.  Gray,  Pete  LeRoy 
Montana  State  University-Bozeman.  Douglas  B.  Fullerton,  Susan  M. 

Jacobson,  Michael  P.  Malone,  Robert  G.  Oakberg 
Montclair  State  University:  Holly  P.  Gera,  Gregory  L.  Lockard,  Irvin 
D.  Reid 

Moorhead  State  University:  Mel  Schmitz,  Becky  Schulze,  Katy 
Wilson 

Moravian  College:  John  Makuvek 

Morehead  State  University  W.  Michael  Brown,  Ronald  G.  Eaghn, 
Steve  Hamilton,  Mike  Mincey 
Morehouse  College:  Willie  G.  Shaw 

Morgan  State  University:  A.  Recardo  Perry,  Tanya  V.  Rush 
Morningside  College:  Jerry  Israel,  Joan  McDermott,  Sharon  Ockor 
Morns  Brown  College:  Samuel  D.  Jolley  Jr.,  Johnnie  D.  Myers 
Mount  Holyoke  College:  Laurie  Priest 
Mount  Olive  College:  Allen  M.  Cassell 
Mount  St.  Mary  College  (New  York):  John  J.  Wright 
Mount  St.  Mary’s  College  (Maryland)-  George  R.  Houston  Jr.,  Harold 
P.  Menninger,  Robert  A.  Pastoor 
Mount  Union  College:  Truman  Turnquist 
Muhlenberg  College:  Greg  Olejack,  Kurt  Thiede 
Murray  State  University-  Kern  Alexander 

Nazareth  College:  William  H.  Carey 

Nebraska,  University  of,  at  Kearney:  Dick  Beechner,  Gladys  Styles 
Johnston,  Laura  L.  Tietjen 

Nebraska,  University  of,  Lincoln:  James  Bandy,  Don  Bryant,  William 
Byrne,  Barbara  A.  Hibner,  Jonathan  Kerr,  James  P.  O’Hanlon,  AI 
Papik,  Graham  Spanier 

Nebraska,  University  of,  Omaha:  Connie  J.  Claussen,  David  D.  Cox 
Richard  B.  Flynn,  Del  D.  Weber 

Nebraska  Wesleyan  University:  Timothy  Anderson,  Christy  J.  Wilson 
Nevada,  University  of,  Las  Vegas:  David  Chambers;  Kelly  Groddy, 
Lisa  A.  Kelleher,  Myrlene  LaMancusa,  Jim  Weaver 
Nevada.  University  of,  Reno:  Chris  Ault,  Joseph  N.  Crowley, 
Christopher  H.  Exline,  Keith  L  Lee 
New  Hampshire,  University  of:  Gilbert  Chapman,  John  H.  Lawson, 
David  O’Connor,  Judith  L.  Ray 
New  Hampshire  College:  Joseph  R.  Polak 
New  Haven,  University  of:  Deborah  Chin,  Robin  Salters 
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New  Jersey  Institute  of  Technology:  James  Catalano 

New  Mexico,  University  of.  Conrad  Colbert,  Rudy  Davalos,  Robert  J. 

Desiderio,  Linda  K.  Estes,  Richard  E  Peck 
New  Mexico  Highlands  University:  Robert  N.  Evers 
New  Mexico  State  University:  William  B.  Conroy,  Karen  Fey,  James 
T.  Fisher,  Albert  T  Gonzales 

New  Orleans,  University  of:  Sybil  A.  Boudreaux,  Ronald  J.  Maestri, 
Gregory  M.  St.  L.  O’Brien 

New  Paltz,  State  University  College  at.  James  A.  Zalacca 

New  Rochelle,  College  of*  Kathleen  LeVache 

New  York  Institute  of  Technology:  Clyde  Doughty  Jr. 

New  York  University:  Jack  E.  Peckett,  Daniel  E.  Quilty 
Niagara  University:  Barbara  A.  Green,  Michael  L.  Jankowski 
Nicholls  State  University:  Donald  Ayo,  Michael  G.  Knight,  Lance  J. 
Poimboeuf 

Norfolk  State  University:  William  D.  Price,  Delanyard  Robinson,  P. 
La  Verne  Sweat 

North  Adams  State  College:  Joseph  Zavattaro 

North  Alabama,  University  of:  Sherry  Kennemer,  Robert  L.  Potts, 
Dan  Surnmy,  Robert  D.  Young 

North  Carolina,  University  of,  Asheville:  Thomas  B.  Hunnicutt,  Eric 
Iovacchmi,  David  Mitchell,  Rebecca  Offenbacher,  Patsy  B.  Reed, 
Robert  D.  Yearout 

North  Carolina,  University  of,  Chapel  Hill:  John  P.  Evans,  Paul 
Hardin,  Richard  G.  Hiskey,  Beth  Miller,  John  D.  Swofford 
North  Carolina,  University  of,  Charlotte:  Philip  Dubois,  David 
Goldfield,  Kim  Green,  Judy  W.  Rose,  James  H.  Woodward 
North  Carolina,  University  of,  Greensboro:  James  H.  Allen,  Nelson  E. 
Bobb,  Tere  Dail,  Harold  G.  Hall,  Jana  L.  Henderson,  David  B. 
Knight,  Patricia  A.  Sullivan 

North  Carolina,  University  of,  Wilmington:  Pat  Howey,  Paul  A. 
Miller 

North  Carolina  A&T  State  University:  Dorothy  J  Alston,  Willie  J. 

Burden,  Edward  B.  Fort,  James  A.  Williams  Jr. 

North  Carolina  Central  LJniversity:  Julius  L.  Chambers,  Irving 
Joyner,  Sandra  Shuler 

North  Carolina  State  University:  Arthur  W.  Cooper,  Nora  Lynn 
Finch,  David  Horning,  Eric  Hyman,  Larry  K.  Monteith,  William  T. 
“Todd”  Turner 

North  Carolina  Wesleyan  College:  C.  Michael  Fox 
North  Central  College:  Walter  J.  Johnson,  Howard  Mueller 
North  Dakota,  University  of  Kendall  L.  Baker,  Kathleen  McCann, 
Pete  Ohszczak,  DaWayne  Wacker,  Terry  Wanless 
North  Dakota  State  University  Lynn  L.  Dorn,  Robert  Entzion,  Allan 
G.  Fischer,  Jim  L.  Ozbun 

North  Florida,  University  of:  Richard  Gropper,  Adam  W.  Herbert, 
Kathleen  Klein 

North  Park  College:  Jerry  Chaplin,  David  G.  Horner 
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North  Texas,  University  of:  Blaine  Brownell,  Roy  E.  Culberson,  Craig 
Helwig,  Alfred  F.  Hurley,  John  Thornton 
Northeast  Louisiana  University:  Richard  C.  Gianmm,  Diane  Stark, 
Lawson  L.  Swearingen  Jr. 

Northeast  Missouri  State  University:  Mary  Sue  Beersman,  Walter  H. 
Ryle,  Kathy  Turpin 

Northeastern  Illinois  University:  Barbara  Bales,  Vivian  L.  Fuller, 
Lynn  Gaziano,  Gordon  H.  Lamb 

Northeastern  University:  Kristin  L.  Burns,  Irwin  M.  Cohen,  Terry 
Condon,  Barry  Gallup,  Richard  Lapchick,  Robert  W.  McCabe,  Don 
McPherson,  Erik  L.  Nedeau 

Northern  Arizona  University:  Steven  P.  Holton,  Clara  M.  Lovett,  Sam 
F.  McClanahan,  Kelly  Patton-Woodward 
Northern  Colorado,  University  of:  James  Fallis,  Robert  L.  Heiny, 
Herman  D.  Lujan,  Denise  O'Grady 

Northern  Illinois  University:  Diane  Abrahamson,  Robert  Brigham, 
Rayond  Dembinski,  Cary  Groth,  John  E.  La  Tourette 
Northern  Iowa,  University  of:  John  E.  Conner,  Christopher  Ritrievi, 
Jack  D  Wilkinson,  Sandra  C.  Williamson 
Northern  Kentucky  University:  Leon  Boothe,  Thomas  J.  Kearns, 
Jane  Meier 

Northern  Michigan  University:  Richard  B.  Comley,  R.  Thomas  Peters 
Jr.,  Jim  Suksi,  William  Vandament 
Northern  State  University:  William  Haigh,  James  Kretchman,  Peggy 
Voisin 

Northwest  Missouri  State  University:  Virgil  Albertini,  James  C. 
Redd,  Sherri  Reeves 

Northwestern  State  University:  Tynes  Hildebrand,  Jerry  Pierce, 
Craig  Rex 

Northwestern  University:  Frederick  Hemke,  Ken  Kraft,  Betsy  J. 

Mosher,  Charles  F.  “Rick”  Taylor 
Northwood  University:  Suzanne  Brown,  David  W.  Coffey 
Notre  Dame,  College  of  (California):  John  Babel,  Virginia  Babel 
Notre  Dame,  College  of  (Maryland):  Donna  M.  Ledwin 
Notre  Dame,  University  of:  Rev.  E.  William  Beauchamp,  Brian  M. 
Boulac,  Melissa  L.  Conboy,  Lawrence  Cunningham,  Richard  A. 
Rosenthal 

Oakland  University:  Paul  Bissonnette,  Tracy  Huth,  William 
Macauley 

Oberlin  College:  George  Andrews,  Andrea  Aspengren 
Occidental  College:  Dale  V.  Widolff 
Oglethorpe  University:  Donald  S.  Stanton 
Ohio  Northern  University:  Gale  E.  Daugherty 

Ohio  State  University:  Ferdinand  A.  Geiger,  Archie  Griffin,  Carol  W 
Kennedy,  Lawrence  M.  Romanoff,  David  Williams  II,  Miechelle  O 
Willis 
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Ohio  Unn-ersity:  Michael  Beale,  James  Companion  Jr.,  Keith  Ernce 
Robert  Glidden,  Mary  C.  Keifer,  Harold  N.  McElhaney,  Cnstine  e! 
Pauli,  Peggy  J.  Pruitt,  Jessie  C.  Roberson  Jr. 

Oklahoma,  University  of:  Donnie  Duncan,  Daniel  G.  Gibbens  Marita 
Hynes 

Oklahoma  State  University:  Ann  Baer,  Robert  A.  Burton,  James  E. 

rlamgan,  Gerald  M.  Lage,  David  Martin,  Marty  Sargent 
Old  Dominion  University:  Mikki  Flowers,  James  Jarrett,  Patrick  B 
Kelly,  Janis  Sanchez 
Olivet  College:  Jacalyn  S.  Shimp 
Oneonta,  State  University  College  at:  James  F.  Baker 

Oral  Roberts  University:  Mike  Carter,  Lavoy  Hatchett,  Richard  L 
Roberts 

Oregon,  University  of:  Gary  Gray,  James  M.  O’Fallon,  Barbara 
Walker,  Dan  Williams 

Oregon  State  University:  Dutch  Baughman,  Michael  Beachley,  John 
V.  Byrne,  Mike  Corwin,  Robert  J.  Frank,  Robyn  Sharp 
Oswego,  State  University  College  at:  Ernest  J.  Middleton,  Sandra  L 
Moore 

Otterbein  College:  Joan  Rocks 
Pace  University:  Christopher  Bledsoe 

Pacific  (California),  University  of  the:  Bill  L.  Atchley,  Donald  W. 

Bryan,  Denise  Cohen,  Bob  Lee,  Cindy  Spiro 
Paine  College:  James  M.  Hinton  Jr.,  Ronnie  O.  Spry 
Parks  College  of  St.  Louis  University:  Gerald  D.  Kurfman 
Pembroke  State  University:  Joseph  B.  Oxendine,  Ray  Pennington 
Pennsylvania  University  of  Steve  Bilsky,  D.  Elton  Cochran-Fikes, 
Carolyn  Schlie  Femovich,  Larry  Moneta,  Kenneth  L.  Shropshire 
Pennsylvania  State  University:  John  Bove,  John  J.  Coyle  Tim 
Curley,  Ellen  L.  Perry,  Joab  L.  Thomas 
Pennsylvania  State  University-Behrend  College:  John  N  Grode 
Herbert  J.  Lauffer 

Pepperdine  University:  Roxanne  K.  Levenson,  Wayne  Wright 
Pittsburg  State  University:  Ellen  Carter,  George  Graham,  Shannon 
0  Shea-Schmieg,  William  0.  Samuels,  Donald  W.  Wilson 
Pittsburgh,  University  of  John  0.  Bolvin,  Richard  A.  Holmes,  L  Oval 
Jaynes,  Kenneth  F.  Metz,  J.  Dennis  O’Connor,  Donna  Sanft  Carol 
J.  Sprague 

Plattsburgh,  State  University  of  New  York  at:  Peter  Luguri  Eldridee 
W.  Roark  Jr. 

Plymouth  State  College:  Stephen  R.  Bamford 
Pomona-Pitzer  Colleges:  Lisa  Beckett,  Curtis  W.  Tong 
Portland,  University  of  Joseph  A.  Etzel,  Rev.  David  T.  Tyson 
Portland  State  University:  Randy  Nordlof,  Judith  A.  Ramaley 
Potsdam,  State  University  College  at:  David  A.  Smith 
Prairie  View  A&M  University:  Ronald  D.  Beard 
Presbyterian  College:  J.  Allen  Morris,  Thomas  A.  Stallworth 
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Princeton  University:  Amy  Campbell,  George  H,  VanderZwaag,  Gary 
D.  Walters 

Principia  College:  Thomas  Fennell,  Seth  C.  Johnson,  Lenore  Suarez 
Providence  College*  Terence  J.  Keegan,  John  M.  Marinatto,  Patricia 
D.  Nichol 

Purdue  University:  Steven  C.  Beermg,  Morgan  J.  Burke,  Martha  O 
Chiscon,  Joni  Comstock,  Philip  E.  Nelson 

Queens  College  (New  York)1  Merlin  Thompson 
Qumnipiac  College:  Burt  Kahn 

Radford  University:  Greig  Denny,  Charles  W.  King,  Chuck  Taylor 
Ramapo  College:  Catherine  M.  Collins 
Randolph-Macon  College:  Ted  Keller,  Helmut  Werner 
Redlands,  University  of:  Greg  Warzecka 
Regis  College  (Massachusetts):  Judith  W.  Burling 
Regis  University  (Colorado)*  Tom  Dedin,  Barbara  Schroeder 
Rensselaer  Polytechnic  Institute  Robert  F.  Ducatte,  Kerry  Quinn 
Rhode  Island,  University  of*  Anthony  Adams,  Lauren  E.  Anderson, 
John  F.  Demitroff,  Donald  E.  McCreight,  Sandra  S.  McCreicht’ 
Ronald  J.  Pet ro 

Rhode  Island  College:  Gail  H.  Davis 
Rhodes  College*  Mike  Clary 

Rice  University:  James  A.  Castaneda,  Alan  J  Chapman,  Malcolm 
Gillis,  John  R.  May,  Steven  Moniaci 
Richard  Stockton  College  of  New  Jersey:  G.  Larry  James 
Richmond,  University  of:  Harold  W.  Babb,  Charles  S.  Boone,  Ruth 
Goehring 

Rider  University:  Curtis  W.  Blake,  Chet  Dalgewicz,  Joseph  M 
Gowaskie,  J,  Barton  Luedeke,  Nancy  L.  Roberts 
Ripon  College:  Michele  A.  Wittier 
Roanoke  College:  M.  Scott  Allison 

Robert  Morris  College:  Frank  Burdine,  Bruce  A.  Corrie,  Susan 
Hofacre,  Edward  A.  Nicholson,  Robert  W.  Norberg 
Rochester,  University  of:  Jeffrey  Vennell 
Rochester  Institute  of  Technology:  Louis  W.  Spiotti 
Rockford  College*  William  F.  Langston 
Roger  Williams  College:  William  M.  Baird 
Rollins  College:  Edward  Borsoi,  J.  Philip  Roach 
Rose-Hulman  Institute  of  Technology:  Scott  A.  Duncan 
Rowan  College  of  New  Jersey:  Joyce  Reighn,  Edward  Streb 
Rust  College:  David  L  Beckley 

Rutgers  University,  New  Brunswick:  Frederick  E.  Gruninger,  Francis 
L.  Lawrence,  Malcolm  G.  McLaren,  Rita  Kay  Thomas,  Joseph 
Whiteside 

Rutgers  University,  Newark.  John  K.  Adams,  Florence  A.  Labenski 
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Sacred  Heart  University:  C.  Donald  Cook,  Elizabeth  Luckie,  Dan  A 
Pannese 

Saginaw  Valley  State  University:  Robert  T.  Becker  George  W 
Eastland  Jr. 

St  Anselm  College:  Theodore  S.  PauJauskas 
St  Augustine’s  College:  Wanzo  F  Hendrix 
St.  Benedict,  College  of:  Lu  Ann  Reif 

St.  Bonaventure  University.  David  Diles,  Barbara  Hick,  Robert  J. 
Wickenheiser 

St.  Catherine,  College  of:  Sheila  Brown 

St.  Cloud  State  University:  Robert  0.  Bess,  Arthur  F.  Grachek, 
Morris  Kurtz,  Scott  Mortrude,  David  Sprague,  Cecil  Stockdale! 
Gladys  Ziemer 

St.  Francis  College  (New  York)*  James  G.  Thompson 
St.  Francis  College  (Pennsylvania):  Rev.  Christian  Oravec,  Frank 
Pergolizzi,  Deborah  M  Polca 
St.  John’s  University  (Minnesota)*  Ken  Jones 

St.  John’s  University  (New  York).  Tim  Becker,  George  R.  Bisacca, 
Anne  Donim,  Mary  Margaret  Fitzpatrick,  John  W.  Kaiser,  Richard 
J  Krempecki,  Kathleen  Meehan 
St.  Joseph  College  (Connecticut):  William  E.  Cardarelli 
St.  Josephs  College  (Indiana)  Fred  Berger 

St.  Joseph’s  University  (Pennsylvania):  Don  J.  DiJuiia,  Stephen 
Porth,  Rev.  Nicholas  S  Rashford 
St.  Lawrence  University:  Thomas  E.  Bambrey,  John  A.  Clark 
St  Louis  University:  Lori  A.  Flanagan,  Michael  J.  Ross,  Doug 
Woolard 

St.  Marys  College  (California):  Rosajyn  Dunlap-Alli,  Richard 
Mazzuto,  William  D.  McLeod 
St.  Mary’s  College  (Indiana):  Jan  Travis 
St  Mary’s  College  (Minnesota):  Linda  Anderson 
St.  Mary’s  College  of  Maryland:  Paul  Moyer 
St.  Michael’s  College:  Edward  P.  Markey 
St.  Norbert  College:  Larry  Van  A1  stine 
St.  Olaf  College:  Chris  Daymont 
St  Paul  s  College.  Sunday  A.  Adesuyi 
St.  Peter’s  College.  William  A.  Stem 
St  Rose,  College  of*  Catherine  C,  Haker,  Louis  C.  Vaccaro 
St.  Thomas,  University  of  (Minnesota):  Jo  Ann  Andregg 
Salem  State  College:  John  D.  Galaris 
Salem-Teikyo  University*  Ronald  E.  Ohl,  Lou  Taienco 
Salisbury  State  University:  Michael  P.  Vienna 

Sam  Houston  State  University:  Martin  J.  Amsman,  Ronnie  Choate, 
Tom  Davis 

Samford  University.  Stephen  C.  Allgood,  Thomas  E  Corts 
San  Diego,  University  of:  Thomas  Innacone,  Ky  Snyder,  Regina 
Sullivan,  Dan  Yourg 
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San  Diego  State  University:  Reginald  Blaylock,  Jana  Doggett,  Ernst 
Griffin,  Don  Kaverman,  Fred  L.  Miller 
San  Francisco,  University  of:  Sandee  L.  Hill,  William  J.  Hogan 
Carmen  Jordan-Cox,  Erik  Visser 

San  Francisco  State  University:  Betsy  Alden,  Robert  A.  Corrigan 
Randi  Lydum,  Patricia  B.  Rogers 

San  Jose  State  University:  Thomas  M.  Brennan,  Carolyn  M.  Lewis 
Charles  Whitcomb 

Santa  CJara  University  James  Briggs,  Amy  E.  Hackett,  Carroll  M. 
Williams 

Savannah  College  of  Art  and  Design:  Karen  A.  Ryan 
Savannah  State  College:  Jacqueline  Gray,  George  N.  Williams 
Scranton,  University  of:  Gary  N.  Wodder 

Seattle  Pacific  University:  Alan  R.  Graham,  Wesley  Lingren  E 
Arthur  Self 

Seton  Hall  University:  George  P.  Browne,  Laurence  C.  Keating  Jr 
Rev.  Thomas  R.  Peterson 

Shaw  University:  Dianthia  M.  Ford,  Ernest  L.  Pickens,  Talbert  O 
Shaw,  Keith  Smith 
Shepherd  College:  Katie  Begole 

Shippensburg  University  of  Pennsylvania.  Anthony  F.  Ceddia  Jane 
Goss,  James  G.  Pribula 

Siena  College.  John  D’Argenio,  Joyce  A.  Legere, 

Simmons  College:  Ali  Kantor 
Simpson  College:  Fred  O.  Jones 
Skidmore  College*  Tim  Brown 

Shppery  Rock  University  of  Pennsylvania:  Robertha  Abney,  Robert 
N  Aebersold,  Phil  Kennedy,  Paul  A.  Lueken 
Smith  College:  Lynn  Oberbillig 
Sonoma  State  University:  Ralph  Barkey 

South,  University  of:  Willard  Huyck,  Nancy  Ladd,  Robert  Pearigen 
Samuel  R.  Williamson 

South  Alabama,  University  of:  Joe  Gottfried,  George  Smith  Hal 
Williams 

South  Carolina,  University  of,  at  Aiken:  Robert  E.  Alexander 
Douglas  R.  Warrick 

South  Carolina,  University  of,  Columbia:  Laurie  Massa,  Michael  B. 
McGee,  John  M.  Palms,  Sandra  L  Robinson 

South  Carolina,  University  of,  at  Spartanburg:  H.  Michael  Hall, 
Edwin  Wilde 

South  Carolina  State  University:  Leroy  Davis,  Barbara  R.  Hatton 
Benjamin  F.  Kraft,  James  A.  Martin 
South  Dakota,  University  of:  Betty  Turner  Asher,  Jack  F.  Doyle  John 
M.  Hilpert,  George  R.  Horner 

South  Dakota  State  University:  Mylo  A.  Hellickson,  Fred  iM  Oien 
Robert  T.  Wagner 

South  Florida,  University  of:  Betty  Castor,  Paul  S.  Griffin,  Barbara 

Sparks-McGiinchy,  Curtis  W.  Wienker 
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Southampton  Campus  of  Long  Island  University:  Mary  E  ToDoine 

S0MrhnaffM^SrrMSifte  University:  JosePh  H-  L°w  Jr.,  Richard  A. 
McDuffie,  Kala  M.  Stroup 

Southeastern  Louisiana  University:  Billy  Bond,  Bob  Butler,  Tom 
Douple,  G.  Warren  Smith 

Southern  California,  University  of:  Leslie  Daland,  Michael  Garrett 
Lisa  Love,  Noel  Ragsdale,  Curtis  Roseman,  Steven  B.  Sample 
Southern  Colorado,  University  of-  Patrick  Bottini,  Dan  DeRose, 
Robert  C.  Shirley,  Tony  Taibi 

Southern  Connecticut  State  University:  Michael  J.  Adanti,  Lawrence 
E.  Fitzgerald,  Nancy  H.  Lyons,  Anthony  Martone,  Darryl  Rogers 
Southern  Illinois  University  at  Carbondale:  John  J.  Cody  James 
Hart,  Margaret  Matthias,  Charlotte  West 
Southern  miruns  University,  Edwardsville:  Nancy  Belck,  James 
buck,  Cynthia  Jones,  John  Meisel 

Southern  Indiana,  University  of:  Donald  D.  Bennett,  Charles  J 
bertram 

Southern  Maine,  University  of:  Albert  D.  Bean,  Remo  H.  Riciputi 
Southern  Methodist  University:  Charles  Howard,  James  E  Kirbv 
Jeanne  Olson,  C.  Paul  Rogers  HI  '  y’ 

Southern  Mississippi,  University  of-  Brian  Crow,  Ralph  N.  Floyd  Jr 
McLeha^"1’  Aubrey  K'  LuCas’  RonaId  G.  Marquardt,  H.  c! 

Southern  University  Baton  Rouge:  Marino  H.  Casern,  Robert  H. 

Cobbms,  Moses  K.  Dupre,  Thonius  Robinson  Jr. 

Southern  Utah  University.  Kathryn  Berg,  Jack  Bishop,  David  R 
Braegger,  Michael  Richards 

Southwest  Baptist  University:  Rex  B.  Brown,  Stephanie  Miller 

Z“.sCnu,,,rers,ly:  Bi"  °'Nel"' Grw  p- 

Southwest  State  University.  Gary  A  Carney 

Southwest  Texas  State  University:  Michael  Abbott,  Dana  L.  Craft 
Richard  Hannan,  Jerome  H.  Supple 
Southwestern  Louisiana  University  of:  J.  Wayne  Andrepont,  Ray  P 
Authement,  Nelson  J  Schexnayder  Jr.  y 

Southwestern  University  (Texas):  Sherri  Babcock,  Carla  Lowry 
Glada  Munt,  Roy  B.  Shilling  Jr  y’ 

Springfield  College-  Edward  Bilik,  Scott  Nichols,  Pamela  Wustrow 
Stanford  University:  Susan  Simoni  Burk,  Edward  Leland,  Cheryl  L 
Levick,  Jerry  I.  Porras  y 

Staten  Island,  College  of:  Joseph  Barresi 

StBaker  PatBlb1"11  University:  Dan  AnSel-  Steve  McCarty, 

Stetson  University:  Robert  J.  Jacoby,  Elizabeth  J.  Schumaker 
Stevens  Institute  of  Technology:  Frank  J.  Rotunda 
Stillman  College:  Cordell  Wynn 

Stony  Brook,  State  University  of  New  York  at:  Paul  J.  Dudzick 
Thomas  Kerth,  Richard  F.  Laskowski,  Sandra  R.  Weeden 
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Suffolk  University:  James  E.  Nelson 

Susquehanna  University:  Connie  Harnum,  Donald  Harnum 
Swarthmore  College:  Robert  E.  Williams 
Sweet  Briar  College:  Jennifer  Crispen 

Syracuse  University:  John  J.  Crouthamel,  John  P.  Hardt,  Kenneth  A. 
Shaw,  Doris  R.  Soladay,  A.  Dale  Tussing 

Tampa,  University  of:  Hindman  Wall 

Tarleton  State  University:  Susan  Burton,  Lamar  Johanson,  Jim 
Johnson,  Pat  Stevenson 

Temple  University:  JoAnne  A.  Epps,  R .  C.  Johnson,  Barbara  Kiigour, 
Joseph  W.  Marshall 

Tennessee,  University  of,  at  Chattanooga:  Edward  G.  Farrell, 
Michael  H.  Jones,  Todd  Markel,  Lisa  Rhodes 
Tennessee,  University  of,  Knoxville:  Carl  W.  Asp,  Joan  C.  Cronan, 
Douglas  A.  Dickey,  Malcolm  C.  Mclnnis  Jr.,  William  T  Snyder, 
Donna  C.  Thomas 

Tennessee,  University  of,  at  Martin.  Ernest  W.  Blythe  Jr.,  Benny 
Hollis,  Mdly  MacDonell,  Margaret  N.  Perry 
Tennessee  State  University:  Lula  S.  Collier,  Bernard  G.  Crowell, 
Howard  C.  Gentry  Jr.,  James  A.  Hefner 
Tennessee  Technological  University:  Thurston  E.  Banks,  Marcia 
Borys,  David  L.  Larimore,  Angelo  A.  Volpe 
Texas,  University  of,  at  Arlington:  Ryan  C.  Amacher,  Cathy  Beene, 
Bill  Ross,  B.  J.  Skelton 

Texas,  University  of,  at  Austin:  Katy  Arris,  Robert  M.  Berdahl,  Jody 
Conradt,  DeLoss  Dodds,  Beverly  Hadaway,  Waneen  Spirduso, 
James  W  Vick,  James  G.  Worley 

Texas,  University  of,  at  El  Paso:  Maxine  V  Neill-Johnson,  John  K. 
Thompson,  Robert  D.  Tollen 

Texas,  University  of.  Pan  American:  Gary  Gallup,  Miguel  A.  Nevarez 
Texas,  University  of,  at  San  Antonio:  Daniel  O.  Hogenauer,  Samuel 
A.  Kirkpatrick,  Bobby  Thompson 

Texas  A&M  University:  Thomas  W.  Adair  III,  David  Batson,  Ray  M. 

Bowen,  Tedi  Ellison,  Wally  Groff,  Lynn  Hickey 
Texas  A&M  University-Kingsville:  Kay  Clayton 
Texas  Christian  University:  Carolyn  J.  Dixon,  Joseph  W.  Helmick, 
William  E.  Tucker,  Frank  R.  Windegger 
Texas  Southern  University:  Rick  Holden,  William  A.  Thomas 
Texas  Tech  University:  Robert  Bockrath,  Robert  W.  Lawless,  Taylor 
McNeel,  Robert  M.  Sweazy 

Texas  Woman’s  University:  Diana  Everett,  Judy  Southard,  G.  Ann 
Uhlir,  Frank  Vitro 
Thiel  College*  John  Dickason 

Toledo,  University  of:  Allen  R.  Bohl,  Frank  E.  Horton,  James  M. 
Klein,  Tim  Selgo,  Marnie  W.  Swift 

Towson  State  University:  Joanne  K.  Glasser,  Bill  Hunter,  Nance 
Reed,  Hoke  L  Smith,  Jay  Stanley 
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Trenton  State  College:  Kevin  A.  McHugh 

Trinity  College  (Connecticut):  Richard  J.  Hazelton,  Robin  L 
Sheppard 

Trinity  University  (Texas):  Julie  Jenkins,  Robert  C.  King 
Troy  State  University:  Fred  B.  Davis,  Doug  Hawkins,  Jack  Hawkins 
Jr.,  Douglas  Patterson,  Johnny  Williams 
Tufts  University:  Rocco  J.  Carzo,  John  A.  DiBiaggio 
Tulane  University:  Anne  S.  Barbour,  Eamon  M.  Kelly,  Gary  R 

Roberts,  Jim  Sterk,  Kevin  M.  White  J  y  ' 

Tulsa,  University  of:  Diane  Dickman,  Robert  H.  Donaldson.  Barry  A. 

Kinsey,  Judy  MacLeod,  Christopher  Small 
Tuskegee  University:  H.  Frank  Leftwich  Jr. 

US.  Air  Force  Academy:  Col.  Robert  B  Giffen,  Hans  J.  Muen,  Col 
Kenneth  L.  Schweitzer,  Paul  E.  Stein,  William  T.  Stinson 
U.o.  Coast  Guard  Academy:  Raymond  Cieplik 
U  S.  Merchant  Marine  Academy:  Susan  Petersen  Lubow 
U  S.  Military  Academy.  Lt.  Gen  Howard  B.  Graves,  Col  Daniel  M. 
Litynski,  Bill  Schutsky,  Col.  Albert  Vanderbush 

McElroy '  Academy'  Jack  Lengye!>  Richard  D.  Mathieu,  Mary 

Union  College  (New  York):  Richard  S.  Sakala 
Upper  Iowa  University:  Mike  McCready 
Ursinus  College:  Robert  R.  Davidson 

Uuhi’i  UAliVurSi^  °J:  Fern  Gardner-  Larry  R.  Gerlach.  Christopher  P 
Hill,  Arthur  K.  Smith 

Utah  State  University:  Chuck  Bell,  Mary  Ellen  Cloninger,  George  H. 
Emert,  Jim  Harris,  Michael  Parent 

Valdosta  State  University.  Hugh  C.  Bailey,  Masa  Oreskovic,  Herb  F 
Remhard,  Charles  R  Tucker 

Valparaiso  University:  Bruce  G.  Berner,  Alan  F.  Harre,  William  L 
Stembrecher 

Vanderbilt  University.  Thomas  G.  Burish,  Paul  J.  Hoolahan,  June 
Stewart,  Joe  B.  Wyatt 

Vassar  College:  Mike  Dutton,  Andrew  M.  Jennings 
Vermont,  University  of:  Richard  A.  Farnham,  Sally  Guerette,  Thomas 
r .  Salmon,  Jeff  Schulman,  Anne  M.  Sullivan 

V  Re"ana  UniverS'ty:  Gene  DeFiIiPP°-  Mary  Anne  Dowling,  Daniel  T. 

Virginia  University  of:  John  T.  Casteen  III,  W.  James  Copeland 
Uraig  Littlepagc,  Jack  McArdle,  Jane  Miller,  Lynn  M.  Mitchell,  d’ 
Alan  Williams 

Virginia  Commonwealth  University:  Kristen  L.  Davis,  Richard  L 
Sander,  Eugene  P  Trani 

Virginia  Military  Institute-  Davis  Babb,  Col.  Thomas  W.  Davis.  John 

W.  Knapp,  Joseph  C.  Smith 
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Virginia  Polytechnic  Institute:  David  T.  Braine,  Sterling  R.  Brown 
Stephen  J.  Horton,  Lariy  N.  Killough,  Sharon  L.  McCIoskey 
Virginia  State  University:  Alfreeda  GofT 

Virginia  Union  University:  James  F.  Battle,  Jacqueline  McWilliams 
Virginia  Wesleyan  College:  Donald  M.  Forsyth 

Wabash  College:  Joseph  O’Rourke 
Wagner  College:  Walter  C.  Hameline 

Wake  Forest  University:  Dianne  Dailey,  Larry  Gallo,  Thomas  K. 

Hearn  Jr.,  Ron  Wellman,  Edwin  G.  Wilson 
Wartburg  College:  Darold  M.  Wolff 

Washburn  University  of  Topeka:  Larry  D.  Blumberg,  Janet  M. 

Degginger,  Richard  A.  Johanningmeier,  Hugh  L.  Thompson 
Washington,  University  of:  Robert  H.  Aronson,  Ralph  Bayard 
Barbara  A.  Hedges,  Marie  T.  Tuite 
Washington  and  Lee  University:  Cinda  L.  Rankin,  Michael  F.  Walsh 
Washington  College  (Maryland):  Bryan  Matthews 
Washington  State  University:  Rick  Dickson,  Dan  Peterson,  Marcia  L. 

Saneholtz,  Samuel  H.  Smith,  Irving  Tallman 
Washington  University  (Missouri):  Philip  Godfrey,  Lynn  S.  Imergoot 
John  M.  Schael  ’ 

Wayne  State  College  (Nebraska):  Peter  Chapman 
Wayne  State  University  (Michigan):  John  D.  Petersen,  Christ 
Petrouleas 

Weber  State  University:  A.  Earl  McCain,  Carol  A.  Nelson,  Allen  F. 

Simkins,  Tom  Stewart,  Paul  H.  Thompson 
Wellesley  College:  Suzanne  Jones,  Louise  O’Neal 
Wentworth  Institute  of  Technology  Lee  Conrad 
Wesleyan  University  (Connecticut):  John  S.  Biddiscombe,  Gale 
Lackey 

West  Chester  University  of  Pennsylvania:  Deborah  Anekstein, 
William  E.  Lide,  Reginald  Nealy,  Paul  M.  Oliaro,  Edward  Suglia 
West  Florida,  University  of:  Richard  Berg,  Ken  Curtis,  Morris  L 
Marx 

West  Georgia  College:  J.  Blake  Lanier 
West  Liberty  State  College:  James  W.  Watson 

West  Texas  A&M  University:  Michael  Chandler,  Natrelle  Long 
Russell  C.  Long,  Hellon  K.  Wilbur 
West  Virginia  Institute  of  Technology:  Terry  A.  Rupert 
West  Virginia  University:  Forest  J.  Bowman,  Roger  C.  Jeffries 
George  A.  Kleber,  Ed  Pastilong 

Western  Carolina  University:  Betty  J.  Peele,  C.  Claude  Teagarden 
Larry  L.  Travis,  John  H.  Wakeley 
Western  Connecticut  State  University:  Edward  Farrington 
Western  Illinois  University:  William  E.  Johnson,  Kathy  Orban,  Helen 
Smiley,  Donald  S.  Spencer 

Western  Kentucky  University:  Pam  Herriford,  William  G  Kummer 
Thomas  C.  Meredith,  Lewis  Mills,  Kelly  C.  Smith 
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Western  Maryland  College:  J.  Richard  Carpenter  Jr.,  Carol  A  Fritz 
Western  Michigan  University:  Kathy  B.  Beauregard,  Gregory  A. 

Dobson  Adnan  Edwards,  Diether  Haemcke,  Daniel  L.  Meinert 
Western  New  England  College:  Eric  Geldart 
Western  New  Mexico  University:  Jerry  D.  Joy 

Western  State  College  of  Colorado:  Leiia  M  Calkins,  Kaye  Howe 
Greg  Waggoner  ’ 

^ K 1  Re Klenb a c ^  °  B  ^ e '  Ronald  L-  Applbaum,  F.  Paul  Bogan,  Wendy 

Wheaton  College  (Illinois):  Tony  Ladd 
Wheaton  College  (Massachusetts):  Chad  Yowell 
Wheeling  Jesuit  College:  E  F.  Hall  III 

Charles  S  Adams,  Sherry  Calvert,  David  A.  Jacobs 
Wichita  State  University:  Darlene  Bailey,  Bill  Belknap,  Eugene  M 
Hughes,  Martm  M.  Perline 
Widener  University:  Robert  J.  Bruce,  Bruce  Bryde 
Wilkes  University:  Christopher  N.  Breiseth 
William  and  Mary,  College  of.  Barbara  Blosser,  John  W  Conlee 
Wi  ham  Paterson  College:  Arthur  Eason,  Sabrina  Grant 
William  Penn  College:  Michael  Laird 
Williams  College:  Robert  R.  Peck 
Wingate  College:  Beth  Lawrence 
Winona  State  University:  Stephen  Juaire 

State  University:  Robin  B.  Ervin,  Arnold  Lockett, 
Gerald  McCants,  William  Rice,  Albert  L.  Roseboro 
Wmthrop  College:  Robert  H.  Breakfield,  Jill  Deese,  Anthony  J. 
UiGiorgio,  Thomas  N.  Hickman,  Steve  Vacendak 

WSkrivseth  UniVersity  of’  Eau  Claire:  Carol  L.  Klun,  Marilyn 

WMZSTn’pUnlVerSi^  °f’  ,Gr°"  Bay:  0118  Chambers,  Charles  Ihrke, 
Mark  L.  Perkins,  Daniel  J.  Spielmann 

W Belgio v!neU n * V e r s ' ty  of’  La  Crosse:  Carol  Bassuener,  Bridget 

Wisconsin  University  of,  Madison:  James  L.  Hoyt,  Cheryl  A  Marra 
Melany  S.  Newby,  Pat  Richter  y  ’ 

WkS.C°"Sin’Un,Versity.of-  Milwaukee:  Doug  Beard,  Deanna 
D  Abbraccio,  Bud  K.  Haidet,  William  A.  Raabe,  John  H.  Schroeder 
Wisconsin,  University  of,  Oshkosh:  Allen  F.  Ackerman,  Sandra  Gade 
John  Kerrigan  ’ 

Wisconsin  University  of,  Parkside:  Howard  Cohen,  Linda  Draft, 
William  J.  Murin,  Eleanor  J.  Smith 
Wisconsin,  University  of,  Platteville:  Daryl  Leonard 
Wisconsin,  University  of,  River  Falls:  Connie  Foster 

vS  Th,SfeTdrSity  °f>  StCVenS  P°int:  S°nja  KUng’  Frank  °’Brien‘ 

Wisconsin,  University  of,  Stout:  Steven  P.  Terry 
Wisconsin,  University  of,  Superior:  Patricia  A.  Dolan 
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Wisconsin,  University  of,  Whitewater;  H.  Gaylon  Greenhill,  Dianne 
Jones 

Wittenberg  University:  Jeff  A.  Ankrom,  Karen  Fellows,  Keeon 
Gregory,  William  A.  Kinnison,  Carl  F.  Schraibman 
Wolford  College:  Joab  M.  Lesesne  Jr.,  Terri  Lewitt,  Ted  R.  Monroe, 
Daniel  B.  Morrison  Jr. 

Wooster,  College  of:  Gordon  Collins,  William  D.  McHenry,  Nan 
Nichols 

Worcester  Polytechnic  Institute:  Raymond  R.  Gilbert 
Worcester  State  College:  Susan  E.  Chapman 

Wright  State  University:  Michael  J.  Cusack,  Harley  E.  Flack,  Charles 
J.  Hartmann,  Peggy  L.  Wynkoop 

Wyoming,  University  of:  Robert  S.  Cochran,  Terri  Howes,  Paul  L. 
Roach,  Terry  P.  Roark,  Dan  Viola 

Xavier  University  (Ohio):  Jeffrey  H.  Fogelson,  Ginger  Fulton,  Janice 
B.  Walker 

Yale  University:  Thomas  A  Beckett,  Barbara  N.  Chesler,  Penelope 
Laurans,  Colleen  Lim 
Yeshiva  University  Stephen  B.  Young 
York  College  (New  York):  Stuart  Bailin 

Youngstown  State  University:  Frederick  J.  Blue,  Leslie  H.  Cochran, 
Pauline  N  Saternow,  James  P.  Tressel 

Conference  Members 

American  West  Conference:  Victor  A.  Buccola 
Atlantic  Coast  Conference:  Eugene  F.  Corrigan,  Thomas  P.  Mickle, 
David  V.  Thompson,  DeLores  S.  Todd 
Atlantic  10  Conference.  Linda  M  Bruno,  Cindy  Mazda 
Big  East  Conference:  Tom  McElroy,  Michael  A.  Tranghese,  Stan 
Wilcox 

Big  Eight  Conference:  Tim  Allen,  Lori  Ebihara,  Prentice  Gautt,  Dru 
Hancock.  Carl  C.  James 

Big  Sky  Conference:  Arnold  Sgalio,  Ronald  D.  Stephenson 
Big  South  Conference:  Carl  McAloose,  George  F  Sasser,  Wendy 
Taylor 

Big  Ten  Conference:  James  E  Delany,  Phyllis  L.  Howlett,  Carol 
Iwaoka 

Big  West  Conference:  Dennis  A.  Farrell,  Rob  Halvaks,  Jody 
McRoberts,  Paula  Y.  Smith 

California  Collegiate  Athletic  Association:  Tom  D.  Morgan 
Capital  Athletic  Conference:  Edward  Hegmann 
Carolinas  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conference:  Alan  Patterson 
Centennial  Conference:  John  Douglas,  Steven  F.  Ulrich 
Central  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Association:  Patrick  Carter,  Leon  G. 
Kerry,  Martha  Marcolini 

City  University  of  New  York  Athletic  Conference:  Ted  Hurwitz 
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rn!i^eiCA°.uffrenCf  °f  I,linois  and  Wisconsin'  Merle  W  Chapman 
Colonial  Athletic  Association:  Kathleen  Hallock,  Thomas  E  fel 
Colorado  Athletic  Conference:  Richard  A.  Wolf  ’  gGr 

Commonwealth  Coast  Conference:  Stephen  C.  Washkevich 
ixie  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conference:  Donald  L  Scalf 

GhormS  ^  Conference.  Clayton  W,  Chapman,  Dan 

^Eastern  Water  Polo  Association.  Daniel  Sharadin 
Empiie  Athletic  Association:  Bruce  Mosberg 
^Gateway  FootbaM  Conference:  Patricia  Viverito 

R  WYa^651  C°nference:  Sandra  Biller,  Michael  L.  Slive,  Brenda 

Gulf  South  Conference:  Nathan  N.  Salant 
•  Hockey  East  Association:  Robert  M.  DeGregorio  Jr. 
mna  Collegiate  Athletic  Conference:  Ralph  B.  McBride 
wa  n  ercollegiate  Athletic  Conference  John  Van  Why 

Lonf  Star  rCa‘f°  yn  Can^teU’  Jeffr°y  H.  Orleans 

sssasss sags-, 

“ST"  C»"r«»cc:  Ralph  McF,ll„„.  R.  Dale 

Atble,ic  o„.  Sheila  K.  W.llaco 

Mid  Amei  ica  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Association:  Ken  B  Jones 
^ Tim* Parker  A-  ^liti,  DanTel  Nestel, 

Mi  d-E  as  ter  n"  AUJ  e  ti  c^'6  ?  8  "  Ma?n'  J°"  A'  Steinbrecher 
Brenda  H  McSy  C°nferenCe:  Larl>  Barber,  Kenneth  A.  Free, 

MHoipi?tlant'C  St3teS  C°‘legiate  Athletic  Conference:  Linda  E. 
Midwest  Conference:  Ruth  E.  Peterson 

■n.ww  ^cf:!^  „ 

New  England  Women’s  8:  Chad  Yo well  &  Wan'e"  R  Hlil 

New  Jersey  Athietic  Conference:  Glenn  Hedden 
New  York State1' ate  Athletic  Conference:  Robert  E.  Hartwell 
Wong  13  C°!leglate  Athletic  Association:  Joyce  S 
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North  Atlantic  Conference:  Stuart  P.  Haskell  Jr. 

North  Central  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conference:  Melanie  Heilman 
Eric  Heiny,  Noel  W.  Olson 

North  Coast  Athletic  Conference:  Dennis  Butler,  Dennis  M.  Collins 

Northeast  Conference:  J.  Stevens  Hurlbut,  Chris  Monasch 

Northeast-10  Conference:  Robert  E.  Burke 

Northern  California  Athletic  Conference:  James  P  Jorgensen 

Northern  Sun  Intercollegiate  Conference:  Thomas  Wistrcill 

Ohio  Athletic  Conference:  Timothy  W.  Gleason 

Ohio  Valley  Conference:  R.  Daniel  Beebe,  Ronald  J.  English 

°  „rD°miJmon  Athletic  Conference:  Brad  Bankston,  Daniel  E 
Wooldridge 

Pacific-10  Conference:  Thomas  C.  Hansen,  Christine  W.  Hoyles,  Mike 
Matthews,  David  Price 
^Pacific  West  Conference:  Elwood  B.  Hahn 
Patriot  League:  Timothy  Downes,  Constance  H.  Hurlbut 
Peach  Belt  Athletic  Conference:  Marvin  Vanover 
Pennsylvania  Athletic  Conference:  Michael  W.  Mould 
Pennsylvania  State  Athletic  Conference:  Charles  A  Eberle 
Rocky  Mountain  Athletic  Conference:  Michael  Daniels,  Kurt  Patberg 
Saint  Louis  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conference:  Gerald  D.  Kurfman 
Skyline  Conference:  Terry  Wansart 
South  Atlantic  Conference:  Doug  Echols 

Southeastern  Conference:  Roy  Kramer,  James  L.  McCullough,  Mane 
Robbins,  Mark  Womack 

S°NTth»,n?,CaIifornia  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conference:  Christopher 
JN.  Walker 

Southern  Collegiate  Athletic  Conference:  Stephen  P.  Argo 

S°wheun  £onference:  Patrick  Britz>  Kate  Hickey,  Charles  H.  Lyle, 
Wright  Waters 

Southern  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conference.  Wallace  Jackson 
Southland  Conference:  Britton  B.  Banowsky,  Paul  Bradshaw 
Gregory  San  key 

Southwest  Conference:  Steven  J.  Hatchell,  Kyle  Kallander.  Sharon 
btory 

Southwestern  Athletic  Conference:  James  Frank,  Dell  Robinson 
State  University  of  New  York  Athletic  Conference:  Patrick  R.  Damore 

Thomplson°nferenCe:  R°bert  J'  Bernardi.  John  Iamarino,  Craig 

Sunshine  State  Conference:  Don  Landry,  Bob  Vanatta 
Trans  America  Athletic  Conference:  William  C.  Bibb  Edward 
Gumbart,  Stephen  E.  Sturek  Jr. 

University  Athletic  Association:  Richard  Rasmussen 

West  Coast  Conference:  Michael  M.  Gilleran,  Teresa  Kuehn,  Don  Ott 

West  Virginia  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conference:  Barry  Blizzard 

Waf®rn  ^hl~tic  Conference;  Karl  D.  Benson,  Jeff  Hurd,  Margie 
McDonald,  Dee  Menzies 

Wisconsin  State  University  Conference:  Dennis  Keihn 
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Wisconsin  Women’s  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conference:  Judith 
Kruckman 
*Nonvoting 

Provisional  Members 

Arkansas,  University  of,  Monticello:  Mary  Jane  Gilbert,  Fred  J 
Taylor 

Arkansas  Tech  University:  Don  Sevier 
Austin  College:  Oscar  C  Page 
Cardinal  Stntch  College:  John  Pfaffl 

Centenary  College  (New  Jersey):  Stephanie  Bennett-Smith,  Patrick  J 
Zipfel 

Chatham  College:  Noreen  O’Malley 
Chowan  College*  Jerry  F.  Jackson,  James  G.  Garrison 
Clarke  College:  E.  James  Petty 
Clayton  State  College:  Richard  A.  Skinner 
Columbia  Union  College:  Rick  Murray 
Concordia  University  (Wisconsin):  Rev.  R.  John  Buuck 
Dallas,  University  of:  Jake  Bethany,  Donald  J.  Miller  Dick 
Strockbine 

Greenville  College:  Sharon  K.  Alger 

Harding  Univcrsiiy-  Ted  Altman,  David  B.  Burks,  Wilton  Martin, 
Harry  Olree 

Johnson  and  Wales  University:  Ronald  J.  Bachman,  David  T  Morris 
La  Roche  College:  Lynn  Tubman 
Lake  Erie  College:  Robert  C  Benz 

Lyon  College:  Terry  J.  Garner,  John  V.  Griffith,  Bert  Holmes,  Fran 
Wann 

Maranatha  Baptist  Bible  College:  Greg  Weniger 

Marian  College  (Wisconsin):  Brian  Gillogly 

McMurry  University:  Jessie  W.  Aldridge,  Robert  E  Shimp 

Midwestern  State  University:  Stephen  A.  Holland,  Louis  J.  Rodriquez 

Montevallo,  University  of:  Robert  M.  McChesney 

Mount  Mary  College:  John  Lockman 

New  England,  University  of:  Karol  L’Heureux,  John  P.  Tumiel 

Ouachita  Baptist  University:  Bill  Vining 

Ozarks,  University  of  the  (Arkansas):  Gene  Stephenson 

Rivier  College:  Joanne  Merrill 

St,  Joseph’s  College  (New  York):  Donald  L.  Lizak 

Southern  Arkansas  University:  Steven  G.  Gamble,  W.  T.  Watson 

Southern  Vermont  College:  Raymond  C.  Nause 

Stephens  College:  Deborah  A.  Duren 

Sul  Ross  State  University:  Wayne  J.  Sheehan 

Talladega  College:  John  M.  Morris 

West  Virginia  State  College:  Steven  D.  Rader 

Westminster  College  (Pennsylvania):  S.  Kipley  Haas 

Williams  Baptist  College:  Carol  Halford 
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Wilson  College:  Lori  A.  Frey 

Wisconsin  Lutheran  College:  Paul  F.  Knueppel 

Affiliated  Members 

Amateur  Softball  Association:  Don  Porter 

American  Association  of  Collegiate  Registrars  and  Admissions 
Officers:  Cliff  Gillespie 

American  Baseball  Coaches  Association:  David  B.  Keilitz,  Carroll 
Land 

American  Football  Coaches  Association:  Desmond  Robinson 
American  Volleyball  Coaches  Association:  Sandra  L.  Vivas 
Basketball  Hall  of  Fame  Tip-Off  Classic:  James  F.  Martin,  Jake 
O’Donnell 

College  Football  Association:  Sam  Baker,  Mike  Bohn,  Todd  J.  Miller, 
Charles  M.  Neinas 

College  Swimming  Coaches  Association  of  America,  Inc.:  G.  Robert 
Boettner,  Anne  Goodman  James 
Division  I-A  Athletics  Directors  Association:  Gene  E.  Hooks 
Metropolitan  Intercollegiate  Basketball  Association:  John  J.  Powers 
National  Association  of  Academic  Advisors  for  Athletics*  Karl  P. 
Mooney 

National  Association  of  Basketball  Coaches:  Dennis  Coleman,  Carol 
Haney,  James  Haney,  George  Raveling 
National  Association  of  Collegiate  Directors  of  Athletics:  Michael  J. 
Cleary,  Matt  Wolfe rt 

National  Association  of  Collegiate  Gymnastics  Coaches  (Men): 
Richard  Aronson,  Roy  Johnson,  Peter  Kormann,  Fred  Turoff,  Peter 
Vidmar 

National  Association  of  Collegiate  Gymnastics  Coaches  (Women): 
Yvonne  “Sam”  Sandmire 

National  Association  of  Collegiate  Women  Athletic  Administrators: 
Katie  Ahrens,  Jane  Betts 

National  Football  Officials  Alliance,  Inc.:  Jim  Campbell,  Tommy  Taylor 

National  Softball  Coaches  Association:  Lacy  Lee  Baker 

National  Strength  and  Conditioning  Association:  Bill  AUerheiligen 

U.S.  Olympic  Committee:  Curt  L.  Hamakawa,  Patrice  Milkovich 

United  States  Track  Coaches  Association-  Gary  K.  Schwartz 

USA  Basketball*  Warren  S.  Brown 

USA  Volleyball'  Debbie  Hunter 

Women’s  Basketball  Coaches  Association:  Betty  Jaynes 

Visitors 

Albino,  Salvatore 

American  Association  of  State  Colleges  and  Universities:  James  B. 
Appleberry 

American  Council  on  Education:  Sheldon  E.  Steinbach 
Association  of  Governing  Boards  of  Universities  and  Colleges.  Rick 
Legon 
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American  International  Groups  Insurance  Company:  Barbara 
Szantos 

Andrus,  Daniel  and  McCulloch:  Sharon  Andrus,  Lamar  Daniel  Joe 
McCulloch 
Donald  F.  Behrend 

Bond,  Schoeneck  &  King:  Richard  J.  Evrard,  Kathy  Jones 
Cerntos/Cypress/F ullerton  Colleges:  Keith  Harrison 
Good  Sports,  Inc.:  Valerie  M  Bonnette 
Harsh,  Emily  H. 

Howard  H.  Callaway  Foundation:  Howard  H.  Callaway 
Husson  College:  Pam  Hennessey 

Knight  Commission  on  College  Athletics:  Maureen  E.  Devlin  Jack 
Griffin,  Christopher  B.  “Kit”  Morris 
Knight  Foundation:  Creed  Black 
Learfield  Sports:  Greg  Brown,  Roger  Gardner 
Lewis  and  Clark  College:  Greg  Fredricks,  Steve  Wallo 
Linfield  College:  John  Reed 

McIntosh  Commission-  Marshall  Banks,  Donovan  Gay,  Russell 
Gough,  Adele  Kimmel,  Michael  McIntosh,  Bob  Schaeffer,  Peter 
Schoenemann,  William  Thompson,  Pamela  Zappardino 
Meadowlands  Sports  Complex:  Michael  Graime 
Molton,  Allen  &  Williams  Corporation:  William  M.  Jacka 
National  Association  of  Independent  Colleges  and  Universities:  David 
L.  Warren 

National  Association  of  State  Universities  and  Land  Grant  Colleges* 
C.  Peter  Magrath 

National  Federation  of  State  High  School  Associations'  Helen  E 
Upton 

National  Rainbow  Coalition:  Charles  S.  Farrell,  Rev.  Jesse  L.  Jackson 
NCAA  Presidents  Commission:  Wilford  S.  Bailey,  Asa  N  Green 
Bernard  F.  Sliger 

Northeastern  State  University.  Gil  Cloud 
Northwest  Conference  of  Independent  Colleges*  Arleigh  Dodson 
Orange  Bow]  Committee-  Eric  Poms,  Keith  Tribble,  Ed  Williamson 
Pellettieri,  Rabstein  and  Altman:  Melvin  S.  Narol 
Pittsburgh,  University  of,  at  Bradford.  Dennis  A.  Booher 
Poulan/Weed  Eater  Independence  Bowl-  Bob  Brown,  Glen  Krupica 
Carl  Mikovich  ’ 

Puget  Sound,  University  of:  William  D.  Asher,  Richard  Ulrich 
Rose  Bowl:  Jack  Biggar,  Bob  Cheney,  Bud  Griest,  Virginia  McGrew 
Mike  Ward 

San  Diego  Community  College  District:  Zbigniew  W.  Sieczka 
San  Jose  Sports  Authority:  Dean  Munro 
SMG  Sports:  Bill  Curl 

Squire,  Sanders  &  Dempsey:  Joseph  P.  Markoski 
Tow,  Ted  C. 

USA  Gymnastics:  Steve  Butcher,  Ron  Galimore 
Walt  Disney  Sports:  Mike  Millay 
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Western  Oregon  State  College:  Jon  Carey 
Whitman  College:  Max  Seachris 
Whitworth  College:  Kevin  Bryant,  Richard  Schatz 
Willamette  University:  Bill  Trenbeath 

Working  News  Media 

ABC  News:  Armen  Keteyian 
ABC  Sports:  David  Downs 
Albuquerque  Journal:  Andy  Katz 
American  Sports  Wire:  Dick  Simpson 
Arizona  Republic:  Bob  Cohn 

Associated  Press:  Denis  Poroy,  Ernie  Sander,  Doug  Tucker 

Atlanta  Constitution:  J.  C.  Clemons 

Austin  American-Statesman:  Mark  Wangrin 

Baltimore  Sun:  Paul  McMullen 

Baton  Rouge  Advocate:  Dave  Moorman 

Beckett  Focus  on  Future  Stars:  Theo  Chen,  Ben  Ecklar 

Boston  Globe:  Mark  Blaudschun 

CBS:  Bob  Kipperman,  Brent  Weber 

CBS  Radio  Networks:  Frank  Murphy 

CBS  Sports:  Len  DeLuca,  Rick  Gentile,  Raymond  Harmon,  David 
Kenin,  Amanda  Weinstein 
Charlotte  Observer:  Liz  Clarke 
Chicago  Tribune:  Andrew  Bagnato 

Chronicle  of  Higher  Education:  Debra  Blum,  Doug  Lederman 

CNN:  Ronnie  Forhheimer 

College  Football  Hall  of  Fame:  Pat  Harmon 

College  Sports  Magazine;  Norb  Garrett 

Creative  Sports:  Bray  Cary,  Pete  Derzis,  Loren  Mattews 

Daily  Californian:  Mike  Coleman 

Dallas  Morning  News:  Doug  Bedell,  Steve  Richardson 

Dayton  Daily  News:  Ritter  Collett 

Des  Moines  Register:  Tim  Witosky 

Detroit  Free  Press:  Steve  Kornacki 

Detroit  News:  Fred  Girard 

Durham  Herald-Sun:  Bill  Brill 

ESPN:  Mike  Aresco,  John  Wildhack 

Fargo  Forum:  Ken  Schnepf 

Fort  Lauderdale  Sun-Sentinel:  Arden  Moore 

Fort  Worth  Star -Telegram:  Wendell  Barnhouse 

Hickman  Voice:  Don  Bryant 

Host  Communications:  W.  James  Host 

Houston  Chronicle:  Jonathan  Feigen,  Danny  Robbins 

Investigative  Reporter,  The:  Charles  Doherty 

Kansas  City  Star:  Biair  Kerkhoff 

Kazmaier  &  Associates:  Terry  Driscoll,  Dick  Kazmaier 

KFMB  Radio:  Kathy  Chin 
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KPBS.  Scott  Horsley 
KSDS-FM:  Gary  Silver 

Los  Angeles  Times:  Elliott  Almond,  Bill  Dwyre 
Louisville  Courier  Journal:  Dave  Koerner 
Minneapolis  Star  Tribune:  Jay  Weiner 
Mississippi  Sports  Columnist*  Jimmie  McDowell 
Mobile  Register:  Tommy  Hicks 
Nelson,  Douglas 

New  Orleans  Times-Picayune:  Bill  Campbell 
New  York  Amsterdam:  Howie  Evans 
New  York  Times:  Malcolm  Moran 
Newsday:  Ivan  Maisel 
Omaha  World-Herld:  Tom  Shatel 
Orange  County  Register:  Larry  Rocca 
Philadelphia  Inquirer:  Mike  Jenson 
Raleigh  News  &  Observer:  Chip  Alexander 

Raycom  Sports  Inc.:  Ken  Haines,  Rick  Ray,  Chuck  Steedman,  Ray 
Warren 

Richmond  Times-Dispatch'  Jerry  Lindquist 

San  Diego  Union-Tribune:  Chris  Jenkins,  Tom  Krasovic,  Wayne 
Lockwood,  Tom  Maloney 

San  Diego  Voice  &  Viewpoint:  Gerri  Warren,  John  Warren 
Scnpps  Howard  News  Service:  Thomas  OToole 
Seattle  Post  Intelligencer:  Angelo  Bruscas 
Seattle  Times:  Tom  Farrey 

Spectator  Sports:  Bob  Bingham,  Jayne  Hancock,  Joe  Sullivan,  Tim 
Young 

Sports  Illustrated:  John  Garrity,  Alex  Wolff 
Touchdown  Publications:  Robert  Fulton 
Tucson  Citizen:  Corky  Simpson 

Turner  Sports:  Michael  Jackson,  Kevin  O'Malley,  John  Vandergrift 

U.S.  News  &  World  Report:  Mike  Tharp 

USA  Today:  Steve  Wieberg 

Waco  Tribune  Herald:  Dave  Campbell 

Washington  Post:  J.  A.  Adande 


Delegates  and  Visitors 


61 


□  81Di  Annual  Convention 
Opening  Business  Session 


Sunday  Afternoon,  January  8, 1995  i 

The  89th  annual  Convention  of  the  National  Collegiate  Athletic  if 
Association  was  called  to  order  by  President  Joseph  N.  Crowlev  at  * 
4:45  p.m.  * 

OPENING  REMARKS 

President  Crowley:  Ladies  and  gentlemen,  I  would  like  to  call  I i 
this  meeting  to  order,  if  I  may  J  have  the  pleasure  of  serving,  as  I  | 
have  these  last  two  years,  as  your  president.  Barring  a  recall,  I  have  $ 
that  duty  for  a  couple  more  days,  because  it  is  my  job  to  chair  the  * 
three  general  business  sessions  of  this  Convention.  This,  of  course,  is  * 
the  first  one.  ’  t 

One  of  the  special  pleasures  of  serving  as  president  and  chairing  f; 
this  Convention  is  the  opportunity  that  it  affords  to  deliver  an  inspi* 
rational  address  to  the  rules  of  the  Convention.  That  is  most  of  my  * 
task  today,  covering  such  emotional,  controversial  and  exciting  topics  \ 
as  reordering  of  the  agenda,  adoption  of  the  Convention  Program, 
windows  of  reconsideration  and  the  need,  if  not  indeed  the  mandate,  ] 
of  all  the  business  sessions  of  this  Convention,  that  we  take  a  coffee  \ 
break  or  two.  Our  meetings  are  conducted  under  the  procedures  pre-  1' 
scribed  by  Robert's  Rules  of  Order,  Newly  Revised,  and  we  are  assist-  " 
ed  in  this  effort  as  always  as  we  have  long  been  by  our  parhamentar-  \ 
ian,  a  former  president  of  this  Association,  a  man  who  indeed  we  i 
could  not  do  business  without.  He  is  known  to  his  legion  of  admirers  i 
comprised  of  all  the  people  in  this  room,  and  many  outside  it,  as  “Mr.  i 
Mootnicity,”  Alan  Chapman  of  Rice  University  (Applause)  * 

One  such  procedure  is  the  need  to  adopt  the  Convention  Program  § 
before  beginning  our  business.  Before  we  do  that,  I  need  to  report  \ 
that  the  program  does  contain  corrections  to  the  Official  Notice,  ' 
specifically,  Proposal  No.  15  has  been  divided  into  parts  A  and  B,  al-  \ 
though  it  may  in  the  end  be  referred  to  a  committee.  Proposal  15-A  \ 

will  be  considered  in  the  Divisions  LA  and  I-AA  sessions  and  15-B  J 
will  be  considered  in  the  Division  I  session.  Further,  the  voting  line  \ 
for  Proposal  No.  50-A  has  been  changed  to  “common  provision,  all  di-  < 
visions,  divided  vote,  roll  call.”  In  addition,  the  voting  line  in  Propos-  i 
al  No.  14-1  has  been  changed.  It  now  reads  “federated  provision,  Di-  } 
visions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call.” 

I  would  now  like  to  ask  for  a  motion  to  adopt  the  printed  program  \ 
of  this  Convention  so  that  we  may  proceed  with  our  work.  If  there  is  \ 
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no  motion,  there  will  be  no  Convention.  Might  I  have  a  motion? 

Thomas  C.  Hansen  (Pacific- 10  Conference):  I  move  adoption  of 
the  printed  program 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

President  Crowley:  It  has  been  moved  and  seconded.  Now  would 
be  the  time  for  motions  to  reorder  the  agenda. 

William  B.  DeLauder  (Delaware  State  University):  I  move  the 
reordering  of  Proposal  34  before  33. 

(The  motion  was  seconded.] 

President  Crowley:  It  has  been  seconded.  It  is  my  understand¬ 
ing  that  that  proposal  is  acceptable  to  the  Presidents  Commission. 
Judith,  is  that  correct? 

Judith  E.  N.  Albino  (University  of  Colorado,  Boulder)1  That  is 
correct. 

[The  motion  was  seconded  and  approved.] 

Donald  F.  Behrend  (Special  Committee  to  Review  Student-Ath¬ 
lete  Welfare,  Access  and  Equity):  I  move  that  Proposal  No.  23  be  re¬ 
ordered  to  come  before  No.  22  and  that  Proposal  No.  25  be  reordered 
before  No.  24 

[The  motion  was  seconded  and  approved  ] 

Peter  Vidmar  (National  Association  of  Collegiate  Gymnastics 
Coaches,  Men):  I  move  that  we  reorder  No.  105  to  precede  No.  104. 

[The  motion  was  seconded  and  approved.] 

John  J*  Coyle  (Pennsylvania  State  University):  I  would  like  to 
move  that  Proposal  No  43  come  before  42  and  19  before  18. 

[The  motion  was  seconded  and  approved.] 

Dennis  A.  Farrell  (Big  West  Conference):  On  behalf  of  the  NCAA 
Council,  I  move  the  reordering  of  No.  81  to  come  in  front  of  No.  80. 

I  The  motion  was  seconded  and  approved.] 

Charles  N.  Lindemenn  (Humboldt  State  University):  On  behalf 
of  the  Division  II  Steering  Committee  of  the  Council,  I  would  move  to 
reorder  Proposal  No.  68  prior  to  Proposal  No.  63. 

[The  motion  was  seconded  and  approved.] 

President  Crowley:  We  now  move  to  adopt  the  agenda  with  the 
reordering  motions  that  have  passed. 

[The  motion  was  seconded  and  the  Convention  Program  was 

adopted  as  reordered  ] 

Robert’s  Rules  of  Order  provide  that  procedures  therein  may  be 
superseded  or  replaced  by  an  organization’s  own  traditional  and  cus¬ 
tomary  procedures.  We  have  a  number  of  such  procedures.  Several  of 
them  are  reviewed  in  the  introductory  section  of  your  Convention  Of¬ 
ficial  Notice.  In  addition,  you  will  find  in  your  official  notice  several 
appendices  listing  information  that  you  may  find  helpful.  The  Con¬ 
vention  Program  contains  up-to-date  meeting  schedules  and  revi¬ 
sions  of  the  legislation  in  the  Official  Notice.  You  will  note  in  the 
Convention  Program  that  the  time  schedules  for  Tuesday’s  division 
business  sessions,  division  luncheons  and  the  general  business  ses¬ 
sion  have  been  altered  from  those  printed  in  the  Official  Notice. 

Our  procedures  are  designed  to  ensure  fairness  and  equitable 
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treatment  for  all  members  of  the  Association,  and  to  eliminate  any 
questions  of  propriety  and  to  expedite  the  work  in  which  we  are  en¬ 
gaged  as  delegates.  We  don’t  have  time  for  me  to  explain  all  of  the 
parliamentary  procedures  used  to  ensure  fairness,  but  I  would  re¬ 
mind  the  delegates  that  this  year  as  always,  the  chairs  of  the  various 
sessions  intend  to  apply  these  procedures  for  fairness  and  equitable 
treatment  throughout  the  business  of  the  Convention.  There  are  cer¬ 
tain  procedures  that  we  employ  in  order  to  use  your  time  wisely  and 
efficiently.  In  all  of  the  business  sessions,  the  chair  will  attempt  to 
“eyeball”  as  many  votes  as  possible  and  call  for  a  count  by  the  Voting 
Committee  only  when  there  is  doubt  as  to  the  majority.  Although  del¬ 
egates  have  a  right  to  ask  for  it,  unless  one  seems  necessary  to  deter¬ 
mine  the  disposition  of  the  issue,  it  would  be  helpful  if  delegates 
would  refrain  from  calling  for  a  vote  count.  But  in  case  that  is  neces¬ 
sary,  keeping  in  mind  the  risk  to  life  and  limb  involved,  it  will  be 
okay  to  ask.  If  a  delegate  intends  to  debate  an  issue  in  the  business 
session,  we  will  ask  you  to  proceed  to  the  microphone  locations  and 
he  prepared  to  speak  as  soon  as  the  motion  has  been  made  and  sec¬ 
onded,  or  as  soon  as  the  previous  speaker  has  concluded  his  or  her 
remarks.  If  no  one  is  visible  to  the  chair  at  a  microphone,  it  is  likely 
that  the  vote  will  be  called  as  quickly  as  possible.  The  microphones 
number  will  be  used  to  recognize  the  speakers. 

On  issues  in  the  general  business  session  on  which  we  vote  by  di¬ 
vision,  the  chair  will  call  for  the  vote  in  the  same  division  sequence 
each  time:  Division  I,  Division  II  and  Division  III.  I  broke  that  rule 
last  year  unintentionally,  and  I  apologize  profusely.  I  have  never 
been  forgiven  for  doing  so.  So  I  will  watch  myself  so  that  I  don’t 
break  it  again  this  time.  If  I  do,  1  am  sure  that  my  attention  will  be 
called  to  that  error.  Please  remember  that  NCAA  procedures  require 
all  votes  to  be  by  paddle  or  roil  call,  except  for  adjournment  when,  of 
course,  you  can  vote  any  way  you  please.  You  do  need  to  have  your 
voting  paddle  and  you  do  need  to  have  your  wireless  voting  unit  with 
you.  The  electronic  voting  procedures  will  be  reviewed  when  the  first 
electronic  vote  is  taken  at  each  of  the  sessions. 

The  voting  and  speaking  privileges  of  this  Convention  are  set  forth 
in  our  legislation.  They  are  summarized  in  the  Official  Notice  of  the 
Convention.  I  would  ask  again  that  you  identify  yourselves  by  name 
and  affiliation  whenever  you  address  the  Convention.  Those  dele¬ 
gates  wearing  Convention  badges  with  ribbons  are  permitted  to 
speak,  those  without  ribbons  are  visitors  and  may  not  participate 
other  than  as  observers.  We  do  have  a  court  reporter,  who  will  also 
appreciate  your  giving  your  name  and  affiliation.  He  is  recording  the 
business  of  our  Convention  His  name  is  John  Bowen.  He  is  from 
Kansas  City  and  is  working  his  21st  annual  Convention.  That  de¬ 
serves  a  round  of  applause.  (Applause) 

Anyone  wishing  to  withdraw  a  proposal,  should  notify  the  staff  in 
the  Loma  Room  in  the  Marriott  in  advance  of  the  business  sessions, 
if  possible.  Just  call  and  tell  the  staff  of  your  intention  to  withdraw. 


A 
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If  I  may  mention  a  few  special  features  of  this  year's  Convention. 
This  is  the  third  year  for  Presidential  Agenda  Day,  on  which  we  de¬ 
vote  our  attention  to  legislation  identified  by  the  Presidents  Commis¬ 
sion  as  representing  major  policy  issues  of  significant  interest  to 
chief  executive  officers  You  will  recall  last  year  we  changed  the  cir¬ 
cumstances  a  bit  so  that  we  can  proceed  with  other  legislation  when 
we  finish  with  the  business  of  the  Presidential  Agenda  Day.  That 
speeds  up  the  process  Voting  begins  at  8  a.m.  tomorrow  with  the 
subdivision  and  the  division  business  sessions.  Also,  tomorrows  gen¬ 
eral  business  session  will  begin  with  a  forum,  during  which  the  cur¬ 
rent  state  of  the  efforts  to  review  the  restructuring  task  force  work 
will  be  reported  There  also  will  be  an  opportunity  for  some  discus¬ 
sion.  We  will  take  up  to  an  hour  for  that  segment  of  the  program. 
There  can  be  additional  discussions  at  the  division  sessions  if  and 
when  time  allows.  Tonight  we  have  the  honors  dinner  and  you  will 
want  to  attend  that  as  the  delegates  always  do  in  numbers.  Division 
business  sessions  will  resume  on  Tuesday  morning  at  8  o'clock.  The 
general  session  will  reconvene  on  Tuesday  afternoon  at  2.30.  If  we 
need  a  general  business  session  on  Wednesday,  we  have  set  aside 
time  to  do  that. 

Let  me  note  that  the  NCAA  Council  determined  a  few  years  ago 
that  it  would  be  desirable  to  take  morning  and  afternoon  breaks  dur¬ 
ing  the  business  sessions.  That  is  now  a  mandate  of  the  Council. 
Should  the  chair  forget  about  that  mandate,  it  would'be  appropriate 
for  the  delegates  to  remind  him  or  her  that  it  is  in  effect  by  simply 
leaving  the  room.  This  process,  as  those  of  you  who  have  participated 
here  before  know,  can  become  something  of  a  marathon.  We  do  need 
to  take  a  break  just  as  much  as  the  delegates  do.  So  it  is  a  matter  of 
policy  that  we  will  have  morning  and  afternoon  breaks. 

We  come  now  to  the  discussion  of  the  “window  of  reconsideration” 
opportunity.  It  is  a  bit  complicated.  Let  me  try  to  walk  you  through 
it.  In  the  general  business  session  tomorrow,  I  will  call  for  motions  to 
reconsider  anything  adopted  by  the  division  business  sessions  earlier 
in  the  day  That  will  be  the  only  time  that  a  division  decision  from  a 
separate  session  can  be  reconsidered  in  the  general  business  session. 
That  opportunity  will  be  available  once  in  each  general  business  ses¬ 
sion.  That  means  we  will  repeat  that  opportunity  on  Tuesday  after¬ 
noon.  All  reconsideration  motions  involving  actions  in  the  division 
business  sessions  must  occur  m  either  of  those  windows  of  reconsid¬ 
eration  periods  in  those  two  general  business  sessions.  No  proposal 
identified  for  action  on  Presidential  Agenda  Day  can  be  considered 
on  the  following  day.  So  that  would  have  to  occur  tomorrow 

CONVENTION  COMMITTEES 

President  Crowley:  It  is  now  my  privilege  to  identify  for  you 
several  of  the  Convention  Committees  and  the  chair  of  each  of  them. 
These  are  hard-working  people  and  hard-working  chairs.  Let  me  let 
you  know  again  who  they  are.  The  Nominating  Committee  is  chaired 
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by  Mildred  Griggs  of  the  University  of  Illinois,  Champaign.  The  \ 
Men’s  Committee  on  Committees  is  chaired  by  Gary  Cunningham,  : 
California  State  University,  Fresno.  The  Women’s  Committee  on  1 
Committees  is  chaired  by  Bernadette  McGlade  from  Georgia  Insti-  l 
lute  of  Technology.  The  Voting  Committee  is  chaired  by  Barbara  ■ 
Walker  of  the  University  of  Oregon.  The  Committee  on  Credentials  is  $ 
chaired  by  Ronald  Spry  of  Paine  College.  The  Memorial  Resolutions  , 
Committee  is  chaired  by  Judy  Rose  of  the  University  of  North  Caroli-  ' 
na,  Charlotte.  jj 

In  accordance  with  our  procedures,  the  reports  of  sports  commit-  T 
tees  and  general  committees  are  not  presented  orally  at  this  Conven-  k' 
tion.  They  are  included  in  NCAA  Annual  Reports.  You  will  find  re-  l 
ports  there.  There  is  one  available  for  every  member  institution  and  l 
every  member  conference.  The  report  of  the  secretary-treasurer  and  t 
the  report  of  the  Executive  Committee  also  appear  in  Annual  Re-  ) 
ports.  At  the  beginning  of  the  general  business  session  Tuesday  af-  1 
ternoon,  we  will  entertain  motions  to  receive  and  approve  those  re-  * 
ports.  I  should  also  like  to  point  out  that  all  official  actions  taken  \ 
during  the  year  by  the  Executive  Committee  are  routinely  reported  " 
in  The  NCAA  News.  V 

REPORT  OF  THE  COUNCIL 

President  Crowley:  We  move  now  to  the  Council  report  for  1994.  \ 

To  present  that  report,  I  am  pleased  to  introduce  a  Council  member 
whose  term  is  ending  with  this  Convention.  He  has  been  a  most  f 
valuable  member  of  the  Council.  I  have  had  the  pleasure  of  serving  * 
with  him.  He  is  a  member  of  the  Division  II  Steering  Committee  and  \ 
he  has  been  a  wise  contributor  to  the  work  of  that  committee  and  of  ( 
the  Council.  His  insight  on  a  variety  of  issues  and  his  considerable  F 
wit  have  aided  in  the  resolution  of  numerous  matters.  I  am  pleased  ; 
to  report  that  since  I  appointed  him,  that  he  is  the  first  sergeant-at-  \ 
arms  of  the  NCAA  Council,  at  least  in  modern  times,  and  he  did  a  | 
wonderful  job  at  that.  Eevery  Council  should  have  a  sergeant-at-  .  f 
arms  as  good  as  he.  He  has  managed  to  devote  the  time  necessary  to  i 
Council  work  even  though  he  has  remained  an  active  basketball  \ 
coach,  reporting  to  a  stern  and  demanding  athletics  director.  He  » 
coached  a  game  yesterday  before  flying  in  for  this  session.  Perhaps  f 
he  will  tell  us  the  outcome  of  that  game.  He  is  the  head  men’s  bas-  I: 
ketball  coach  and  indeed  the  stern  athletics  director  of  Augusta  Col-  ' 
lege,  Clint  Bryant.  Y 

Clint  Bryant  (Augusta  College):  Thank  you,  Joe.  We  did  lose  the  l 
game  It  was  only  because  you  said  all  those  bad  things  about  me.  i 
President  Crowley  and  members  of  the  Association,  I  am  honored  * 
to  present  to  this  Convention  the  1994  Council  report  This  report  is  ) 
mandated  by  the  NCAA  constitution;  it  is  thus  essentially  routine,  * 
and  as  our  president  might  say:  “Mighty  stimulating.”  There  are 
things  that  need  to  be  said  for  the  record. 

This  report  gives  the  membership  the  opportunity  to  challenge 
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any  of  the  Council’s  actions  during  the  past  year.  This  presentation 
is  a  brief  summary.  As  is  customary,  this  report  incorporates  by  ref- 
erence  the  full  reports  of  all  Council  actions  during  the  year  That 
reference  includes  the  following:  y 

First,  The  NCAA  News  publishes  the  actual  minutes  of  each 
Council  meeting,  thus  informing  you  in  timely  fashion  of  all  Council 

Th  wpa  a  m94’  mmutes  appeared  in  the  following  issues  of 
The  NCAA  News:  February  23,  June  29,  October  31  and  December 

Second,  the  publication  titled  NCAA  Annual  Reports  contains  the 
abridged  minutes  of  this  past  year’s  Council  meetings  through  Au- 
gust.  That  book  is  distributed  at  the  Convention  and  mailed  to  each 
NCAA  member.  In  those  two  publications,  you  will  find  every  Coun¬ 
cil  action  of  this  past  year. 

When  the  last  general  business  session  begins,  there  will  be  a  mo¬ 
tion  to  accept  and  approve  the  Council’s  full  report.  That  will  be  our 
opportunity  to  challenge  any  of  these  actions 

The  next  procedural  aspect  of  this  report  is  to  call  to  your  atten¬ 
tion  certain  legislative  actions  taken  by  the  Council.  We  do  this  by 
referring  to  three  appendices  in  the  Official  Notice.  Appendix  C  be¬ 
ginning  on  page  187  of  the  Official  Notice,  and  the  additions  in'  the 
program  sets  forth  the  interpretations  that  the  Legislative  Review 
ommittee  intends  to  include  in  the  next  printing  of  the  NCAA  Man- 
ual.  All  of  these  inclusions  have  been  approved  by  the  Council.  At 
the  beginning  of  Appendix  C  is  the  procedure  for  accepting  or  chal- 
lenging  the  inclusion  of  any  of  these  interpretations  in  the  Manual 
II  you  do  not  want  any  one  of  these  included  in  the  Manual,  now  is 
the  time  to  object.  Appendix  D,  beginning  ont  page  198  of  the  notice 
contains  noncontroversial  amendments  that  the  Council  adopted 
during  1994.  The  Council  has  the  authority  to  take  these  noncontro- 
veisiai  actions  between  Conventions.  Acceptance  or  a  challenge  to 
any  of  these  actions  occurs  at  this  point.  Does  any  delegate  wish  to 
object  to  any  of  the  actions  in  Appendix  D?  Finally,  Appendix  E  be¬ 
ginning  on  page  205,  and  the  modifications  of  No.  M-12  included  in 
the  program,  contains  instances  in  which  the  Council  modified  word¬ 
ing  in  the  Manual  based  on  a  review  of  the  original  intent  of  the  leg¬ 
islation.  Does  any  delegate  object  to  any  of  these  actions’ 

...  ^  ur  ^  Cooper  (North  Carolina  State  University):  I  would 

like  to  raise  a  question  about  Item  M-8  on  page  209.  It  would  appear 
to  me  that  the  language  in  that  interpretation  now  is  inconsistent  I 
don  t  know  whether  the  proper  thing  to  do  would  be  to  object  to  its 
inclusion  at  this  stage  of  the  game,  or  simply  ask  that  the  language 
be  altered  to  more  clearly  express  what  I  presume  the  intent  of  the 
proposal  is 

President  Crowley:  Thank  you  for  pointing  that  out.  We  do 
agiee  that  that  is  flawed  and  intend  to  correct  it  at  the  post-Conven- 
tion  Council  session. 

Mr.  Bryant:  Are  there  any  more  objections?  Hearing  none,  that 
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concludes  the  procedural  features  of  this  report. 

Among  the  Council’s  other  major  involvements  during  the  past 
year  were  the  following: 

The  Council  has  reviewed  and  discussed  various  issues  related  to 
the  initial-eligibility  standards  for  athletics  participation  The  Divi¬ 
sion  I  Steering  Committee  received  information  from  the  Academic 
Requirements  Committee,  chaired  by  Jerry  Kingston,  faculty  athlet¬ 
ics  representative  at  Arizona  State  University;  the  Minority  Oppor¬ 
tunities  and  Interests  Committee,  chaired  by  Charlie  Whitcomb,  fac¬ 
ulty  athletics  representative  at  San  Jose  State  University;  the 
Research  Committee,  chaired  by  John  Stoepler,  professor  of  law  at 
the  University  of  Toledo;  the  Presidents  Commission,  chaired  by 
Judy  Albino,  president  of  the  University  of  Colorado,  Boulder;  and 
the  Special  Committee  to  Review  Initial-Eligibility  Standards, 
cochaired  by  Bill  DeLauder,  president  of  Delaware  State  University, 
and  Dick  Peck,  president  of  the  University  of  New  Mexico.  The 
Council  and  Division  I  Steering  Committee  believe  a  thorough  re¬ 
view  of  the  issues  has  been  undertaken  and  the  variety  of  proposals 
before  the  Division  I  membership  tomorrow  create  an  effective 
framework  for  discussion  and  action  at  this  Convention. 

The  Council  received  and  acted  upon  the  reports  of  two  important 
special  committees — the  Special  Committee  to  Review  Student-Ath¬ 
lete  Welfare,  Access  and  Equity,  and  the  Special  Committee  to  Study 
Rules  Federation  by  Sport.  Recommendations  from  those  two  groups 
that  can  be  legislated  are  before  you  at  this  Convention  for  action.  1 
want  to  take  this  opportunity  on  behalf  of  the  Council  and  the  mem¬ 
bership  as  a  whole  to  thank  the  members  of  these  two  committees  for 
their  work.  The  group  considering  student-athlete  welfare,  access 
and  equity  issues  has  helped  set  the  tone  for  some  key  issues  to  be 
considered  at  this  Convention  and  was  chaired  by  Chancellor  Donald 
F.  Behrend  of  the  University  of  Alaska  Anchorage.  The  rules  federa¬ 
tion  by  sport  committee  was  chaired  by  David  B.  Keilitz  while  he 
was  director  of  athletics  at  Central  Michigan  University,  and  then  by 
Elaine  Dreidame,  senior  associate  director  of  athletics  at  the  Univer¬ 
sity  of  Dayton.  That  committee  developed  recommendations  that  are 
before  us  at  this  Convention  as  well. 

I  also  want  to  emphasize  the  continuing  cooperative  relationship 
between  the  Presidents  Commission  and  the  Council.  This  year  there 
were  some  attempts  by  observers  to  characterize  the  relationship  be¬ 
tween  those  two  bodies  as  adversarial,  particularly  as  it  related  to 
initial-eligibility  discussions.  In  truth,  the  relationship  was  construc¬ 
tive  and  helped  both  bodies  achieve  a  greater  understanding  of  the 
issues  presented  and  to  arrive  at  a  compromise  both  bodies  could 
support.  In  the  second  year  of  the  Joint  Policy  Board,  our  elected 
NCAA  officers  and  the  Presidents  Commission  officers  worked  to¬ 
gether  throughout  the  year  to  consider  key  issues  affecting  the  Asso¬ 
ciation.  While  it  is  understood  that  these  groups  sometimes  reflect 
different  perspectives,  we  will  not  resolve  problems  in  intercollegiate 
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athletics  if  there  is  serious  contention  between  these  major  policy 
groups.  Both  tiie  Commission  and  Council,  as  well  as  the  officers,  de¬ 
serve  credit  for  the  collaboration  and  cooperation  they  have  shown. 

The  Council  also  was  involved  during  1994  in  the  initiating  of  a 
thorough  review  of  the  structure  of  the  NCAA.  In  tomorrow’s  forum, 
you  will  receive  status  reports  of  efforts  within  each  of  the  divisions' 
It  is  anticipated  that  the  Council  will  continue  to  be  actively  involved 
in  developing  possible  changes  in  this  area  upon  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  of  the  task  forces  and  their  oversight  committee. 

Much  of  the  Council’s  time  each  year  is  spent  on  interpretations, 
legislation,  membership  petitions  and  waivers,  various  committee  re¬ 
ports,  and  other  types  of  activities  necessary  in  the  effective  over¬ 
sight  and  management  of  the  Association’s  affairs  between  Conven¬ 
tions.  These  matters  are  reflected  in  the  NCAA  Annual  Reports. 

On  a  personal  note,  I  would  like  to  say  that  my  two  years  and 
three  months  has  been  a  great  experience.  Again,  as  athletics  direc¬ 
tor  and  coach  of  a  Division  II  institution,  you  get  to  find  out  there  is 
a  lot  that  goes  mto  this  process.  The  NCAA  Council  does  a  lot  of 
work  It  is  not  an  easy  job.  There  is  a  lot  of  thought  that  goes  into 
every  single  issue  time  and  time  again.  I  have  a  greater  respect  for 
this  Association,  but  I  have  a  greater  respect  for  the  people  that 
make  this  Association  work,  because  it  is  all  about  young  people  and 
their  opportunities.  It  is  also  about  being  able  to  come  and  sit  at  the 
table,  no  matter  what  your  special  interest  may  be.  The  NCAA  has 
given  me  that  opportunity 

President  Crowley,  that  concludes  my  report  of  the  Council  for 
1994.  (Applause) 

President  Crowley:  Thank  you,  Clint.  We  will  now  have  a  status 
report  on  the  work  of  the  NCAA  Committee  on  Financial  Aid  and 
Amateurism  on  the  topic  of  need-based  financial  aid.  You  will  recall 
at  last  year’s  Convention  you  adopted  a  resolution  that  calls  for  such 
a  report  to  be  given  at  this  Convention.  For  that  report,  I  am  pleased 
to  introduce  the  chair  of  that  committee,  Charles  Harris,  director  of 
athletics  at  Arizona  State  University. 

REPORT  OF  COMMITTEE  ON  FINANCIAL  AID  AND 
AMATEURISM 

Charles  S.  Harris  (Arizona  State  University):  Thank  you  very 
much,  President  Crowley,  and  good  afternoon.  As  chair  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Financial  Aid  and  Amateurism,  it  is  my  privilege  to  report 
on  the  status  of  the  committees  need-based  aid  study. 

As  President  Crowley  indicated,  this  status  report  was  mandated 
by  a  vote  of  last  year’s  Convention,  which  resolved  that  the  financial 
aid  committee  study  the  issue  of  need-based  financial  aid  and  have  a 
status  report  at  this  Convention,  and  legislation  for  consideration  by 
the  membership  not  later  than  1996.  Copies  of  the  committee’s  writ¬ 
ten  status  report  will  be  available  to  all  Convention  attendees  at 
Monday  afternoon’s  general  business  session. 


Opening  Business  Session 


69 


As  many  of  you  know,  the  issue  of  need-based  financial  aid  has  '• 
been  with  us  for  a  number  of  years.  What  is  unique  about  the  most  > 
recent  discussions  of  this  concept  is  the  commitment  of  the  Presi-  ‘ 
dents  Commission  to  explore  all  avenues  of  reducing  costs  in  inter-  ; 
collegiate  athletics.  The  Presidents  Commission  initially  asked  the  ? 
Special  Committee  to  Review  Financial  Conditions  in  Intercollegiate  - 
Athletics  to  study  need-based  financial  aid.  In  its  final  report  that 
special  committee  recommended  that  the  Financial  Aid  and  Ama-  •> 
teunsm  Committee  take  over  the  study,  but  only  after  the  special 
committee  had  determined  that  the  financial  aid  model  most  favored  ■ 
by  the  membership  consisted  of  tuition  and  fee  grants,  with  addition-  ? 
al  assistance  to  be  awarded  solely  on  the  basis  of  financial  need.  > 

As  to  our  efforts,  the  committee  determined  very  quickly  we  would  / 
nr  data  in  order  to  achicve  this  &oal-  Beginning  in  the  spring  f 

oq  rv-  comn,.'ttee  enlisted  the  participation  of  39  Division  I  and  - 

23  Division  II  institutions  in  a  survey  of  student-athlete  financial  aid  S- 
profiles  ^ 

That  resulted  in  a  compilation  of  data  of  2,700  student-athletes.  < 
We  found  that  approximately  1,200  of  that  group  were  receiving  ? 
some  form  of  athletics-related  financial  aid.  The  committee  used  the  1 
financial  need  profile  information  to  determine  two  variations  of  the 
tuition  and  fee  grant  model.  The  first  alternative  allows  for  need-  ! 
based  aid  beyond  tuition  and  fees  only  up  to  the  cost  of  a  full  grant  t 
meaning  room,  board,  books,  tuition  and  fees.  The  second  alternative 
allows  for  need-based  aid  beyond  tuition  and  fees  up  to  the  cost  of  at- 
tendance.  The  bottom-line  survey  results  revealed  the  following-  At  * 
the  average  Division  I  institution,  an  annual  cost  savings  would  be  i 
approximately  $200,000  if  the  first  alternative  was  used,  and  ap-  r 
proximately  $160,000  would  be  saved  under  the  second  alternative.  1 
At  the  average  Division  II  institution,  the  estimated  savings  would  < 
amount  to  approximately  $60,000  under  the  first  alternative  and  ap-  ?' 
proximately  $50,000  under  the  second  alternative.  1 

In  discussing  these  savings,  the  committee  also  tentatively  con-  t 
eluded  that  if  any  need-based  aid  model  is  adopted  by  the  member-  i 
ship,  a  “needs-analysis  processing  center,”  commonly  described  as  a  \ 
clearinghouse,  would  be  necessary  to  standardize  the  determination  i 
o  the  student-athletes  financial  need  In  conducting  an  informal  re-  * 
view  of  current  agencies  that  are  processing  students’  needs  analy-  [t 
ses,  the  committee  estimated  that  approximately  $350,000  would 
have  to  be  expended  annually.  1 

As  I  indicated  the  complete  status  report  will  be  available  tomor-  ? 
row.  It  will  include  a  detailed  explanation  of  the  methodology  used  a  } 
more  thorough  analysis  of  the  survey  data,  a  list  of  the  institutions  r 
participating  in  the  survey,  and  the  charts  indicating  savings  bv  f 
cluster  based  on  the  two  alternative  models.  As  to  future  actions,  it  't 
is  important  to  note  again  that  the  status  report  does  not  represent  •** 
the  culmination  of  the  committee’s  study.  The  committee  intends  to  * 
hnish  analyzing  the  survey  in  the  coming  months,  including  study-  \ 
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mg  the  impact  of  the  tuition  and  fee  models  across  sports  teams  and 
gender  and  ethnic  groups. 

The  committee  also  hopes  to  discuss  comments  that  it  receives 
from  the  membership,  the  Council  and  the  Presidents  Commission  in 

rnsfC  !!n-t0  th’S  Sta,tUf  T'eP°rt’  particularly  given  that  the  estimated 
cost  savings  revealed  by  the  survey  may  not  be  as  great  as  some 

heenalT  ,Abrl  any  maJOr  Change  in  Action  at  this  point! 
the  committee  intends  to  provide  a  final  report  to  the  Council  and 

for  C?mmiSt’°n  dunn«  thc  spring  1995  meetings  in  order 

or  the  membership  to  be  in  a  position  to  vote  at  the  1996  Conven¬ 
tion  1  would  also  like  to  mention  that  the  Financial  Aid  and  Ama- 
teunsrn  Committee  has  been  conducting  a  separate  study  regarding 
the  modification  of  existing  NCAA  financial  aid  grant  limits  in  all 

Srnard  lelklS/1  men’a  “1  Women’s  sPorts-  The  committee  plans  to 
fo  wa,d  legi  lat,ve  proposals  suggesting  changes  to  the  Council  for 
its  consideration  m  April  or  August  1995 

PnIha\?°nClud^S  my  ref°n  0f  the  need-based  study.  On  behalf  of  the 
Committee  on  Financial  Aid  and  Amateurism,  I  encourage  your  re® 
view  of  the  written  report  and  ask  that  you  contact  member!  of  the 
committee  or  the  NCAA  staff  with  your  reactions.  Thank  you  (A^ 

President  Crowley:  Thank  you,  Charles.  At  this  point,  I  would 

NoDh°rSk  fudy  ^°se'.  the  Erector  of  athletics  at, the  University  of 
North  Carohna,  Charlotte,  and  the  chair  of  the  Memorial  Resolu- 

m!r4CTa?kttefl’  t0.Ch°me  f°rWard  t0  preSent  the  report  of  that  com- 

them  Jorti ■ilolut.tr"’  durin8  readi"1  °f 

REPORT  OF  MEMORIAL  RESOLUTIONS  COMMITTEE 

Judy  W.  Rose  (University  of  North  Carolina,  Charlotte!:  Mr 
chan  and  delegates,  at  this  time  I  would  like  to  recognize  the  other 
members  of  the  Memorial  Resolutions  Committee.  They  are  Allen 
Ackerman  University  of  Wisconsin,  Oshkosh,  and  Gary  Nelson 
Montana  State  Umversity-Bozeman.  Following  is  a  list  of  those  men 
and  women  who  have  passed  away  since  we  last  met- 
H.  V.  Almquist,  Augustana  College,  (Illinois) 

Buddy  Amendola,  Central  Connecticut  StateUniversitv 

Harold  Andreas,  Indiana  University,  Bloomington 

Presley  Askew,  New  Mexico  State  University 

Dean  C  Bailey,  Lincoln  Memorial  University 

Edward  E.  Bozik,  University  of  Pittsburgh 

Jim  Brock,  Arizona  State  University 

Madison  Brooks,  East  Tennessee  State  University 

Raymond  Brown,  University  of  Cincinnati 

horen°-  Campbell,  State  University  College  at  New  Paltz 

Hugo  M.  Castello,  New  York  University 

Walt  Chyzowych,  Wake  Forest  University 

R.  A  Colvin,  Southwest  State  University 
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Donald  G,  Combs  Sr.,  Eastern  Kentucky  University 
Jim  Corrigan,  U.S.  Merchant  Marine  Academy 
Huey  Cranford,  Northwestern  State  University 
Jim  Darden,  Colorado  School  of  Mines 
Joe  DeWalt,  University  of  North  Carolina,  Chape!  Hill 
Aldo  T.  Donelli,  Duquesne  University 
Herbert  J.  Dorricott,  Western  State  College  of  Colorado 
Joe  DuCharme,  Dickinson  College 
Tommy  Joe  Eagles,  University  of  New  Orleans 
John  Faber,  University  of  Maryland,  College  Park 
R  Kenneth  Fairman,  Princeton  University 
John  E  Faver,  University  of  Maryland,  College  Park 
Richard  Garber,  University  of  Massachusetts 
Alonzo  S  “Jake”  Gaither,  Florida  A&M  University 
Esther  Geissel,  Olivet  College 
Woodrow  B  Greeno,  Nebraska  Wesleyan  University 
Thomas  J.  Hamilton,  Pacific-10  Conference 
Alfred  J.  Hanlon,  University  of  Maryland,  College  Park 
Hugh  Hindman,  Ohio  State  University 
George  James,  Cornell  University 
Clair  Jennett,  National  Association  of  Collegiate  Gymnastics 
Coaches  (Men) 

Robert  L.  Johnson,  South  Carolina  State  University 

Ulysses  Jones  Sr  Southern  University,  Baton  Rouge 

Don  Larson,  Illinois  Wesleyan  University 

Capt.  James  W.  Liebertz,  U.S.  Merchant  Marine  Academy 

Ecio  L  Luciano,  College  of  the  Holy  Cross 

Tony  Mason,  University  of  Arizona 

Bob  Matheson,  University  of  Minnesota,  Twin  Cities 

Peter  Mazula,  University  of  Northern  Iowa 

James  D.  McComas,  Virginia  Polytechnic  Institute 

Lawrence  McDermott,  MilfersviJIe  University  of  Pennsylvania 

Frank  McGuire,  University  of  South  Carolina,  Columbia 

Jeanmne  McHaney,  Texas  Tech  University 

H.  Boyd  McWhorter,  Southeastern  Conference 

Burt  L.  Monroe  Jr.,  University  of  Louisville 

Andrew  Mooradian,  University  of  New  Hampshire 

George  Munger,  University  of  Pennsylvania 

Ira  Murchison,  Chicago  State  University 

Johnny  Nelson,  Alfred  University 

Burton  L.  O’Connor,  Illinois  State  University 

Obie  O  Neal,  Albany  State  College  (Georgia) 

Bill  Orwig,  Indiana  University,  Bloomington 
Gary  PaJmisano,  BowHng  Green  State  University 
William  Pearce,  National  Football  Foundation  and  Colleqe 
Hall  of  Fame  y 

Daniel  H  Perlman,  Webster  University 
Steve  Petro,  University  of  Pittsburgh 
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Keith  Pitchford,  Florida  State  University 
A.  Kenneth  Pye,  Southern  Methodist  University 
Dale  Ramsburg,  West  Virginia  University 
Harry  W.  Rawstrom,  University  of  Delaware 
Glen  Rose,  University  of  Arkansas,  Fayetteville 
Wilma  Rudolph,  DePauw  University 
George  H.  Sauer  Sr.,  University  of  Kansas 
Karl  F.  Schmitt  Sr.,  Southern  Independent  Collegiate  Football 
Officials  Association,  Inc. 

Col  Ken  Shelton,  The  Citadel 
J.  Dallas  Shirley,  Southern  Conference 
Roy  Simmons  Sr.,  Syracuse  University 
Robert  W.  Smith,  Clemson  University 
Vernon  M.  Smith,  University  of  Toledo 
Wylie  Smith,  Northern  Arizona  University 
Fred  Snowden,  University  of  Arizona 
Jim  Snyder,  Ohio  University 

Marie  Snyder,  University  of  Massachusetts,  Dartmouth 

Cliff  Speegle,  Southwest  Conference 

Jack  Spinks,  Alcorn  State  University 

Bill  Stockton,  University  of  New  Mexico 

Clem  Stralka,  U.S.  Merchant  Marine  Academy 

Chuck  Taylor,  Stanford  University 

Frank  R.  Thoms  Jr.,  Wilfjams  College 

Ken  Turner,  Ohio  State  University 

Paul  Trickett,  M.D.,  University  of  Texas  at  Austin 

Francis  Tripp,  University  of  Massachusetts,  Dartmouth 

John  M.  Tulley,  Elizabethtown  College 

Walter  Van  Winkle,  Kentucky  Wesleyan  University 

Lloyd  D.  Vincent,  Angelo  State  University 

Charles  D  Werner,  Pennsylvania  State  University 

Bud  Wilkinson,  University  of  Oklahoma 

Fred  Wilt,  Purdue  University 

Bob  Winslow,  University  of  Arizona 

Will  you  please  stand  and  observe  a  moment  of  silence  for  those 
who  have  gone  before  us. 

If  you  know  of  person  who  should  be  added  to  the  list,  please  con¬ 
tact  a  member  of  the  committee  or  the  national  office  staff  Thank 
you  very  much. 

President  Crowley:  Thank  you,  Judy.  We  will  have  an  opportu¬ 
nity  for  a  supplemental  report  of  the  committee  at  a  later  session  of 
the  Convention. 

We  conclude  this  opening  session  with  the  annual  State  of  the  As¬ 
sociation  address  from  our  executive  director.  You  may  recall  last 
year  at  this  time  he  was  about  four  days  into  his  tenure.  A  year  later, 
he  has  had  the  opportunity  to  become  better  known  to  all  of  you  be¬ 
cause  he  has  been  around  the  country  a  good  bit  visiting  with  you  to 
learn  more  about  this  Association,  and  you  can  never  learn  enough.  I 
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have  been  privileged  to  work  with  him  this  last  year  as  well  as  the 
previous  year.  1  believe  he  has  done  an  outstanding  job  on  behalf  of 
our  Association,  and  I  am  pleased  to  introduce  him  to  you  at  this 
time,  our  executive  director,  Cedric  Dempsey  (Applause) 

STATE  OF  THE  ASSOCIATION  ADDRESS 

Cedric  W  Dempsey  (NCAA  Executive  Director):  President  Crow¬ 
ley,  Secretary -Treasurer  Gautt,  delegates  to  the  1995  Convention, 
colleagues  and  friends:  Welcome  to  the  89th  annual  Convention  of 
the  NCAA. 

As  executive  director  of  the  Association,  I  have  the  privilege  of  de¬ 
livering  my  second  State  of  the  Association  address. 

Before  beginning  my  formal  remarks,  which  the  Chronicle  of 
Higher  Education  informs  me  are  eagerly  awaited,  I  want  to  recog¬ 
nize  two  individuals  who  have  been  instrumental  in  assuring  that 
the  state  of  the  Association  is  sound 

Prentice  Gautt  will  soon  complete  one  of  the  shortest  yet  most  ac¬ 
tion-packed  tenures  of  any  secretary-treasurer  of  the  Association 
Thioughout  his  career  in  athletics — as  a  student-athlete  a  profes¬ 
sional  athlete  and  as  an  administrator— Prentice  has  set  a  high  stan¬ 
dard  for  commitment  and  sound  judgment.  His  work  as  secretary- 
treasurer  has  been  no  exception.  Prentice,  I  want  you  to  know  how 
much  we  appreciate  your  counsel  and  hard  work  over  the  past  12 
months.  On  behalf  of  the  Association,  thank  you  for  your  service  to 
intercollegiate  athletics.  (Applause) 

We  also  are  saying  goodbye  to  our  president  at  the  end  of  this  Con¬ 
vention.  It  is  hard  for  me  to  imagine  a  time  when  Joe  Crowley  was 
not  president  of  the  Association.  In  reviewing  his  tenure,  I  am  re¬ 
minded  of  the  Chinese  curse,  “May  you  live  in  interesting  times  ” 
The  last  two  years  have  certainly  been  interesting.  Joe  led  us 
through  one  of  the  most  difficult  and  challenging  periods.  He  did  so 
with  equal  doses  of  warmth,  wit  and  wisdom.  It  is  often  said  that  Joe 
doesn’t  have  an  ego.  I  have  to  shatter  that  myth.  Joe  Crowley  does 
have  an  ego.  An  ego  that  is  so  strong  it  doesn’t  have  to  win  every 
time,  it  can  see  both  sides  of  an  argument  and  it  doesn’t  need  a  press 
release  to  know  it  is  the  right  thing  to  do.  Joe  would  he  the  first  to 
remind  us  that  no  one  is  irreplaceable  and  that  we  .will  continue  in 
his  absence.  That  is  certainly  true.  But  Joe,  no  leader  of  this  Associa¬ 
tion  past,  present  or  future — will  have  earned  more  love  and  re¬ 
spect  than  you  have  in  this  room.  Thank  you  for  your  friendship, 
your  example  and  your  service  to  the  NCAA.  (Applause) 

For  all  of  the  challenges  faced  by  Prentice  and  Joe  during  the  past 
year,  there  is  ample  evidence  of  the  Association’s  success.  The  posi¬ 
tive  impact  of  reform  is  reflected  in  the  increased  graduation  rates  of 
student-athletes.  The  certification  program  in  Division  I— a  central 
feature  of  the  reform  movement— is  well  under  way.  The  ability  of 
member  institutions  to  provide  athletics  opportunities  was  enhanced 
by  record  distributions  of  Association  revenue. 
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Last  year,  over  23,000  student-athletes  competed  in  NCAA  cham¬ 
pionships.  Over  290,000  student-athletes,  including  over  100,000  fe¬ 
male  student-athletes,  participated  in  intercollegiate  competition 
—all  record  numbers.  Attendance  records  at  regular-season  games 
and  our  79  championships  continued  to  be  shattered. 

The  popularity  of  intercollegiate  sports — in  particular,  the  nation¬ 
al  championships  of  the  NCAA— is  reflected  in  the  new  television 
agreements  reached  with  CBS  and  ESPN.  These  agreements  will 
provide  needed  revenue  to  member  institutions  and  welcome  expo¬ 
sure  for  some  of  our  most  exciting  contests. 

The  strength  of  the  Association  is  evidenced  by  more  than  the  suc¬ 
cess  of  our  championships.  It  is  also  demonstrated  by  the  manner  in 
which  we  are  addressing  some  of  the  critical  issues  of  the  day. 

One  year  ago,  we  were  challenged  to  examine  our  commitment  to 
ethnic  and  gender  diversity.  Our  approach  to  that  examination  was 
difficult  and  controversial,  including  as  it  did  a  mediation  process  in¬ 
volving  the  Federal  government.  We  approached  the  mediation  pro¬ 
cess  with  some  misgivings.  The  results,  however,  were  positive. 
Lines  of  communication  that  had  been  closed  for  too  long  were 
opened. 

We  know  the  struggle  to  assure  fairness  and  equity  in  intercolle¬ 
giate  athletics  is  far  from  over.  Men  and  women  of  good  faith  are  still 
learning  to  trust  one  another — but  we  are  learning.  We  may  dis¬ 
agree,  but  we  are  closer  to  the  day  when  even  our  most  vigorous  de¬ 
bates  are  about  ideas  rather  than  motives. 

Our  review  of  initial-eligibility  standards  is  also  evidence  of  the 
Association’s  strength.  This  too  has  been  a  difficult  process,  but  it  is 
one  of  which  we  should  be  proud. 

Some  have  criticized  the  Association’s  review  of  the  Proposal  16 
standards,  suggesting  that  it  indicates  a  weakening  of  our  commit¬ 
ment  to  reform.  This  concern  is  genuine  and  well-intentioned  but  it 
is  wrong.  When  Proposal  16  was  adopted  in  1992,  the  membership 
also  agreed  to  continue  to  review  these  standards  so  that  any  appro¬ 
priate  changes  could  be  made  before  the  standards  went  into  effect. 
Our  willingness  to  openly  and  critically  examine  these  issues  is  a 
sign  of  strength,  not  weakness. 

We  are  engaged  in  an  honest  attempt  to  balance  twin  goals  of  im¬ 
proving  access  to  educational  opportunity  and  eliminating  the  ex¬ 
ploitation  of  student-athletes.  The  goals  are  not  at  issue.  The  diffi¬ 
cult  question  is  how  best  to  achieve  them.  On  this  question,  there  is 
reasonable  disagreement.  The  debate  has  been  marked  by  strong  ar¬ 
guments  and  a  healthy,  if  not  heated,  exchange  of  ideas.  In  short,  it 
is  remarkably  similar  to  the  academy’s  approach  to  any  other  impor¬ 
tant  questions — an  approach  that  has  worked  well  for  higher  educa¬ 
tion. 

No  matter  what  the  result  of  tomorrow’s  voting,  the  foundation  of 
reform  laid  by  the  Presidents  Commission  will  be  as  firm  as  ever, 
and  the  Association  will  be  stronger  for  our  approach  to  the  critical 
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issue  of  academic  integrity. 

Despite  its  many  strengths,  the  Association  is  at  a  critical  junc¬ 
ture  in  its  history.  Critical  because,  despite  our  success,  we  must 
change.  Change  is  not  optional.  It  is  happening  all  around  us. 

Our  future  depends  on  our  willingness  to  address  the  changing 
needs  of  student-athletes  and  our  ability  to  create  a  more  responsible 
and  responsive  governing  structure. 

The  first  challenge  to  meet  the  changing  needs  of  student-athletes, 
is  reflected  in  the  theme  of  this  Convention — student-athlete  wel¬ 
fare,  access  and  equity.  This  theme  should  guide  us  every  day  of 
every  year,  not  just  at  our  Convention.  This  year,  the  theme  has  not 
only  influenced  the  legislative  process,  it  has  resulted  in  important 
changes  in  our  national  office  and  on  our  individual  campuses. 

Last  January,  the  national  office  staff  was  reorganized.  We  formed 
a  new  staff  group,  education  services,  to  better  coordinate  a  number 
of  Association  programs  serving  student-athletes.  These  include 
sports  sciences,  research,  professional  development,  diversity  en¬ 
hancement,  youth  programs  and  the  Life  Skills  Program.  The  new 
group  will  assist  and  complement  the  work  of  conference  and  campus 
offices. 

An  example  of  this  partnership  is  the  development  of  the  Life 
Skills  Program,  funded  by  the  NCAA  Foundation  and  promoted  by 
the  Division  I-A  athletics  directors.  There  are  now  46  institutions 
using  the  life-skills  materials  on  their  campuses.  Another  gTOup  of 
50  will  participate  in  the  next  training  sessions  and  implement  the 
program  this  fall. 

Campus  and  conference  initiatives  to  assist  student-athletes  will 
also  be  enhanced  by  the  actions  of  this  Convention. 

I  want  to  congratulate  President  Don  Behrend  and  the  Special 
Committee  to  Review  Student-Athlete  Welfare,  Access  and  Equity 
for  their  work  over  the  past  year  and  a  half.  The  committee  devel¬ 
oped  six  principles  of  student-athlete  welfare  to  be  incorporated  into 
the  NCAA  constitution.  I  encourage  the  adoption  of  these  principles. 
More  importantly,  when  you  return  to  your  campus  and  conference 
offices,  I  urge  you  to  evaluate  your  programs  with  these  principles  in 
mind. 

Additionally,  I  encourage  you  to  adopt  Proposal  13,  to  require  each 
institution  to  establish  a  student-athlete  advisory  committee.  I  hope 
more  conferences  establish  student-athlete  boards.  Campus  and  con¬ 
ference  bodies  can  serve  as  a  vital  link  to  the  NCAA  Student-Athlete 
Advisory  Committee. 

This  past  year,  student-athletes  played  key  roles  on  the  Special 
Committee  to  Review  Initial-Eligibility  Standards  and  on  the  Special 
Committee  to  Study  a  Division  I-A  Football  Championship.  We  must 
continue  to  assure  that  student-athletes  participate  in  the  Associa¬ 
tion’s  decision-making  process. 

Several  Convention  proposals  address  the  financial  needs  of  stu¬ 
dent-athletes.  Whether  these  particular  proposals  are  adopted  or 
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not,  we  must  continue  to  examine  this  issue.  Despite  the  serious  fi- 
TfhlT  C°nstraints  fac'nS  our  member  institutions,  intercollegiate 
al  ionlS  t°eS  gen.erfte  IarSfi  amounts  of  revenue-at  the  institution- 
al,  conference  and  Association  level.  While  1  strongly  disagree  with 
those  who  advocate  paying  student-athletes  to  play,  1  do  believe  we 
^tud^athT'i^  0f0urkrules  governing  the  appropriate  benefits, 
rial  ni  H  ^  changlng-  Their  academic,  financial  and  so- 
K  needs  are  changing.  The  very  definition  of  a  student-athlete  is 

canTglead^fweJnd  T  tS‘  lfad  this  debate>  notJust  observe  it.  We 
can  t  lead  it  we  are  afraid  to  change. 

Over  the  course  of  its  history,  the  Association  has  responded  to 
new  challenges  and  changed  circumstances.  We  are  engaged  in  that 
process  once  again.  6  b  111  Lnai 

^  f°Ur  manths’  dlvis>on  task  forces  and  an  oversight 
committee  have  been  evaluating  our  governing  structure.  1  am  en- 
couraged  by  how  quickly  the  task  forces  reached  consensus  on  key  is¬ 
sues.  Their  preliminary  recommendations  will  be  discussed  in^the 

izssztsr" and' 1  am  ™re' ■—  —* 

thl'fiVnffh  task  fTef  hav<r  al!  agreed  we  need  to  enhance  the  au- 
ntn  wilf  he  pres,dents  w,tbin  the  NCAA.  While  any  restructuring 
p  an  will  raise  many  issues,  I  am  convinced  that  this  one  issue— that 

r0r  inter“"'®a“  athletics  must  be 

fee  the  NCAA  to  function  hatmon“  ly 
and  effectively,  chief  executives  must  find  a  way  of  working  within 
the  organization  and  not  go  on  indefinitely  as  an  outside  group 

dents’ in tSwr-AA  pr°p0sa,s  emerSed  t0  increase  the  role  of  presi¬ 
dents  in  the  NCAA  governing  structure.  The  American  Council  on 

Education  proposed  a  board  of  presidents  that  would  have  authority 
over  important  policy  issues  affecting  the  academic  standards,  finan 
cial  integrity  or  reputation  of  the  member  institutions.  Under  this 
proposal,  known  as  Proposal  35,  the  board  could  propose  new  bylaws 
or  suspend  existing  ru'es.  Such  actions  would  stand  unless  overrated 
by  two-thirds  vote  of  the  NCAA  Convention. 

The  NCAA  Council  developed  Proposal  36,  creating  a  Presidents 
Commiss'on.  It  differed  significantly  from  the  ACE  proposal  in  that 
co  ,  “-  dld  not  ,have  independent  legislative  authority.  It 

pan  it  was  aSvisoJr  Pr°P°Se  Chang6S'  but  f°r  the  most 

As  you  know,  the  membership  elected  to  create  a  Presidents  Com- 
'™,  for  the  most  Part>  the  Commission  has  been  a  great  suc- 
ZlS  ^h.lle,t  ?annot  e"act  legislation  unilaterally,  Conventions  have 

ThprSmmmg  y  frSed  m0St°f  th0  legislation  it  has  recommended. 

I  he  Commission  has  exercised  great  influence  over  the  actions  of  the 
Council  and  other  deliberative  bodies  of  the  Association.  The  Com- 
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mission  officers,  serving  with  the  Association  officers  as  the  Joint 
Policy  Board,  are  involved  in  the  most  important  affairs  of  the  Asso¬ 
ciation. 

Because  of  the  Presidents  Commission,  CEOs  are  no  longer  “out¬ 
side  the  organization.”  As  it  has  evolved,  the  Commission  has  be¬ 
come  a  stronger  and  more  influential  voice  in  the  Association.  It  is 
now  time  to  complete  the  evolution. 

The  Council  and  the  Commission  have  worked  very  well  together. 
But  in  sharing  authority,  they  have  obscured  responsibility.  To  clari¬ 
fy  and  strengthen  the  role  of  presidents— within  divisions  and  in  the 
oversight  of  the  entire  Association — the  structure  of  the  Association 
must  vest  unequivocal  responsibility  for  intercollegiate  athletics  in 
presidents,  elected  by  and  responsible  to  their  peers. 

We  must  also  have  a  governing  structure  that  is  responsive— able 
to  act  in  a  more  timely  manner.  The  responsible  presidential  bodies 
must  be  empowered  to  administer  and  change  the  rules  of  the  Asso¬ 
ciation.  Such  changes  should  be  subject  to  repeal  by  the  membership, 
but  only  by  a  super-majority.  This  would  fundamentally  change  the 
nature  and  powers  of  our  Convention— but  it  is  a  change  whose  time 
has  come. 

The  restructuring  effort  is  not  just  about  governance  but  about 
values.  Although  the  task  forces  recommend  near  total  autonomy 
among  divisions,  they  believe  that  certain  core  values  are  common  to 
all  divisions.  Affirming  those  core  values  will  be  an  essential  element 
to  our  restructuring  effort. 

Jerry  Porras,  who  is  in  our  audience  today  and  faculty  athletics 
representative  at  Stanford  University,  recently  co-authored  with 
James  Collins  a  book,  “Built  to  Last,  Successful  Habits  of  Visionary 
Companies.  The  authors  argue  that  “a  visionary  company  almost  re¬ 
ligiously  preserves  its  core  ideology  —  changing  it  seldom,  if  ever. 
Core  values  in  a  visionary  company  form  a  rock-solid  foundation  and 
do  not  drift  with  the  trends  and  fashions  of  the  day.  ...  Yet,  while 
keeping  their  core  ideologies  tightly  fixed,  visionary  companies  dis¬ 
play  a  powerful  drive  for  progress  that  enables  them  to  change  and 
adapt  without  compromising  their  cherished  core  ideals.” 

The  authors  found  that  firmly  established  core  values  are  not  in¬ 
consistent  with  the  need  to  change.  In  fact,  for  the  most  successful 
organizations,  such  values  encourage  and  guide  change. 

The  best  expression  of  our  core  values  can  be  found  in  the  NCAA 
constitution.  It  states:  “The  competitive  athletics  programs  of  mem¬ 
ber  institutions  are  designed  to  be  a  vital  part  of  the  educational  sys¬ 
tem.  A  basic  purpose  of  this  Association  is  to  maintain  intercollegiate 
athletics  as  an  integral  part  of  the  educational  program  and  the  ath¬ 
lete  as  an  integral  part  of  the  student  body  and,  by  so  doing,  retain  a 
clear  line  of  demarcation  between  intercollegiate  athletics  and 
professional  sports  ” 

These  words  are  the  foundation  upon  which  the  Association  was 
established— and  upon  which  we  must  continue  to  build.  They  ex¬ 
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press  an  ideal  that  can  be  realized  at  the  smallest  Division  III  insti- 

S.  fthe  argest  D;visi0n  1  pr0®ram-  TheV  have  guided  the 
ecade  of  reform  and  now  they  must  guide  us  into  a  new 

m  Wh'Ch  l\  ,S  clear  that  responsibility  for  intercolle- 
81  n6  31  ue!i'CS  'S  exercised  hy  presidents,  for  student-athletes. 

cha  le"^e  1S  as  d,fr,cult  and  as  simple  as  that,  and  it  is  one 
that  I  am  confident  that  we  can  meet. 

Thank  you.  (Applause) 

all  ul,dent  Cr°wley:  Cedric-  thanks  very  much  for  that  charge  to 

Ladies  and  gentlemen,  I  trust  you  will  remember  that  the  honors 
■  ‘s  on'ght.  It  is  in  Ballroom  6  of  the  convention  center  which 
is  next  door  to  the  hotel.  That  concludes  our  business  for  today 
Uhe  opening  business  session  was  adjourned  at  6:15  p.mj 
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Monday  Morning,  January  9, 1995 

The  Division  I-A  business  session  was  called  to  order  at  8.10  a.m. 
by  Dons  R.  Soladay,  associate  athletics  director,  Syracuse  University 

OPENING  REMARKS 

Ms.  Soladay:  Good  morning,  ladies  and  gentlemen  I  have  the 
privilege  of  chairing  the  Division  I-A  business  sessions  today  and  to¬ 
morrow.  We  will  be  ably  assisted  by  NCAA  senior  staff  member, 
Steve  Morgan,  and  by  our  parliamentarian  of  long  standing,  Alan 
Chapman. 

[Note:  Voting  procedures  were  explained  to  the  delegates.] 

In  the  Convention  Program  you  will  find  the  program  for  this  Divi¬ 
sion  I-A  session  on  Presidential  Agenda  Day.  On  page  13  you  will 
find  the  program  for  tomorrow’s  session.  On  your  Official  Notice,  Ap¬ 
pendix  A,  page  177,  the  17  proposals  on  which  we  will  take  action 
today  and  tomorrow  are  listed.  Please  note  that  changes  in  Proposal 
No.  115  require  a  vote  on  Part  15-A  in  this  session.  Today  we  will 
handle  the  Presidential  Agenda  Day  items  plus  any  of  the  other  pro¬ 
posals  as  time  permits.  In  the  opening  business  session  yesterday, 
two  changes  were  made  in  the  agenda  affecting  Division  I-A.  Propos¬ 
al  No.  25  will  be  considered  before  24,  and  Proposal  43  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  before  42.  On  pages  2  to  6  of  your  Convention  Program,  there 
are  corrections  in  several  proposals  that  appear  in  the  Official  No¬ 
tice.  These  are  merely  editorial  revisions  that  do  not  alter  the  sub¬ 
stance  of  the  proposal  themselves. 

We  are  now  ready  for  a  motion  for  the  first  item  of  business,  15-A. 

PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 

Eligibility— One-Time  Transfer  Exception 

E.  Roger  Sayers  (University  of  Alabama,  Tuscaloosa):  I  move 
Proposal  No.  15-A. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  legislation  is  the  subject  of  considerable  discussion  on  the  in¬ 
stitutional,  conference  and  national  level,  and  is  recommended  for 
action  by  the  Special  Committee  to  Review  Student-Athlete  Welfare, 
Access  and  Equity. 

The  propoosal  provides  the  opportunity  to  transfer  one  time.  It  has 
some  disadvantages  that  have  been  of  increasing  concern  to  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Presidents  Commission.  In  very  visible  sports  such  as 
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football  and  basketball,  it  will  create  the  opportunity  to  transfer  to 
another  institution.  This  is  of  increasing  concern  to  many  individu¬ 
als.  Therefore,  on  behalf  of  the  Presidents  Commission,  I  move  that 
Part  A  of  Proposal  No.  15  be  referred  back  to  the  Student- Athlete 
Advisory  Committee  for  further  study. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Calvin.  Rowers  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee/Bowling 
Green  State  University):  The  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee 
supports  Proposal  No.  15.  ft  permits  student-athletes  in  football, 
basketball  and  ice  hockey  to  utilize  the  one-time  transfer  setup  that 
is  available  to  all  other  sports. 

Some  student-athletes  are  unhappy  with  the  institutions  they  are 
currently  enrolled  in.  The  opportunity  to  seek  a  more  desirable  situa¬ 
tion,  which  should  be  allowed.  Currently,  student-athletes  in  sports 
other  than  football,  basketball  and  ice  hockey  are  provided  the  op¬ 
portunity  to  transfer  to  another  institution.  It  is  not  equitable  to 
deny  the  student-athlete  a  transfer  solely  on  the  basis  of  the  sport  he 
or  she  participates  in.  This  one-time  transfer  exception  for  certain 
sports  acts  as  a  control  mechanism  for  athletics  staffs,  but  fails  to 
serve  the  best  interest  of  the  student-athlete.  Opposition  to  this  pro¬ 
posal  shows  an  unwillingness  of  the  institution  to  monitor  recruiting 
violations  within  the  athletics  department,  specifically  in  the  area  of 
raiding  football  rosters.  It  is  the  responsibility  of  the  athletics  de¬ 
partment  to  be  aware  of  any  potential  problems*  that  may  arise  and 
to  act  accordingly.  The  best  interest  of  the  student-athlete  is  our 
main  objective.  We  accept  the  referral  and  plan  to  discuss  and  review 
this  proposal  within  the  committee.  Thank  you. 

[Part  A  of  Proposal  No  15  (Page  A- 12)  was  referred  to  the  Stu¬ 
dent-Athlete  Advisory  Committee  by  Division  I-A,  99-12.] 

Weekly  Hour  Limitations— Skill  Instruction— Divisions  I  and  II 
Football 

Kenneth  A.  Shaw  (Syracuse  University):  On  behalf  of  the  Presi¬ 
dents  Commission,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  25. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Adoption  of  Proposal  No.  25  will  permit  football  coaches  to  be  in¬ 
volved  in  two  hours  of  skill-related  instruction  per  week  outside  the 
playing  season,  provided  the  student-athlete  requests  the  instruc¬ 
tion.  The  two  hours  per  week  is  included  in  the  eight  hours  of  count¬ 
able  athletics  activity  that  may  occur  outside  the  playing  season.  Fi¬ 
nally,  the  instruction  may  not  involve  more  than  three 
student-athletes  in  any  one  activity,  which  ensures  that  no  practice 
session  will  take  place.  In  the  opinion  of  the  special  committee,  it  is 
in  the  student-athlete’s  best  interest  to  have  appropriate  access  to 
coaches  in  all  season  to  improve  skills. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  special  committee  is  in  favor  of  limiting 
the  instruction  to  noncontact  drills,  as  provided  in  Proposal  No.  24. 
The  intent  is  to  allow  student-athletes  to  have  more  access  to  coach¬ 
es  if  they  wish  to  have  such  access.  On  behalf  of  the  Special  Commit- 
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tee  to  Review  Student-Athlete  Welfare,  Access  and  Equity  1  urge 
your  support  of  this  proposal. 

Hunter  B.  Rawlings  III  (University  of  Iowa):  I  would  like  to  sup¬ 
port  this  proposal  as  well.  Several  of  us  have  spent  a  lot  of  time 
studying  this  issue.  It  was  noted  that  this  may  be  viewed  as  some¬ 
what  idealistic,  but  I  think  we  are  at  the  point  where  there  should  be 
a  system  in  place  that  will  work  properly. 

Calvin  Bowers  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee/Bowling 
Green  State  University):  The  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee 
opposes  Proposal  No.  25.  It  will  be  voluntary  for  the  student-athlete 
to  participate  in  the  instructional  session.  In  reality,  this  instruction 
is  not  needed.  Student-athletes  playing  football  are  already  involved 
in  off-season  programs  that  include  running  and  strength  condition¬ 
ing  during  the  week.  In  addition  to  this  off-season  regimen,  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  also  participates  in  spring  football. 

This  is  more  than  an  adequate  amount  of  time  for  the  student-ath¬ 
lete  to  improve  athletically  The  need  for  special  instructions  for  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  tells  us  that  this  is  very  important  and  that  in  football 
there  is  a  great  amount  of  technical  skills  needed  within  the  sport, 

I  he  focus  of  off-season  workouts  for  football  players  is  a  strenuous 
conditioning  regimen.  By  allowing  this  voluntary  instructional  time 
with  the  coaches,  there  is  the  potential  for  considerable  abuse  by  the 
coaching  staffing.  The  off-season  offers  a  chance  for  the  student-ath- 
ete  to  focus  on  academics  a  little  more  and  to  recover  from  injuries 

The  student-athlete  does  not  need  the  added  pressures  by  coach¬ 
ing  instruction  that  will  come  with  this  proposal.  We  ask  you  to  op¬ 
pose  this  legislation. 

[Proposal  No.  25  (Page  A-25)  was  defeated  by  Division  I-A,  36- 
79. 1 

Weekly  Hour  Limitations— Skill  Instruction— Divisions  I  and  II 
Football 

.  Dfry,‘^P"ce  (Paciflc-10  Conference):  On  behalf  of  the  Council  and 
the  NCAA  Special  Committee  to  Study  Rules  Federation  by  Sport  I 
move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  24.  ’ 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Proposal  No.  24  has  two  elements  that  are  different  from  Proposal 
No.  25.  Proposal  No.  24  does  not  contain  the  requirements  that  the 
student  must  request  skill-related  instructions.  It  also  contains  the 
proviso  that  these  skill-related  activities  must  be  noncontact  drills 
and  that  no  equipment  can  be  used.  I  urge  your  support  for  No.  24. 

Kristen  Holmes  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee/Universi¬ 
ty  of  Iowa):  The  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee  opposes  this 
proposal  for  the  same  reasons  it  opposed  Proposal  No.  25.  In  addition 
to  what  was  previously  stated,  we  are  adamantly  opposed  to  this  out¬ 
side  instruction.  This  is  voluntary,  but  it  could  cause  some  abuses. 
We  ask  that  you  oppose  this  proposal.  Thank  you 

[Proposal  No.  24  (Page  A-23)  was  defeated  by  Dmsion  I-A  36- 
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Footbal  I— Divisions  I-A  and  l-AA  Orientation  Period 
Michael  L.  Kasavana  (Michigan  State  University):  On  behalf  of 
the  Big  Ten  Conference,  I  move  Proposal  No.  43. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  increases  from  two  to  three  days  the  orientation  pe- 
nod  before  the  start  of  preseason  football  practice  for  student-ath¬ 
letes  who  are  beginning  their  initial  season  of  eligibility  for  football 
practice  at  the  institution. 

One  of  the  three  days  must  be  for  the  sole  purpose  of  academic  ori¬ 
entation.  It  is  our  belief  that  this  additional  day  will  provide  more 
adequate  time  for  academic  services,  testing,  drug-education  semi- 

ofTmpotatNo1*  f3udent'athlete  weIfare  issues.  We  urge  your  support 

fh  °lsca™P  (Bowling  Green  State  University):  On  behalf  of 

the  NCAA  Council,  I  speak  in  support  of  No.  43  While  this  proposal 
does  increase  from  two  to  three  the  number  of  days  in  the  orientation 
period  for  first-time  participants,  it  requires  one  of  the  three  days  to 
be  used  for  academic  orientation.  This  is  entirely  consistent  with  the 

al  ^hankSyouent  athlete  Welfare‘  1  urge  your  suPPort  f°r  the  propos- 

I.Prop°snl  No.  43  (Page  A-52)  was  adopted  by  Division  I-A,  106- 

Ms.  Soladay:  That  concludes  the  Presidential  Agenda  Day  vote  for 
piyismn  I-A.  We  will  proceed  from  this  point  using  paddles  as  opposed 
to  the  electronic  voting  machine.  We  are  now  ready  for  Proposal  No.  70. 
One-Time  Transfer  Exception— Division  l-AA  to  I-A 
Jim  Livengood  (University  of  Arizona):  I  would  like  to  move  the 
one-time  transfer  exception  from  Division  I-AA  to  Division  I-A. 

J  hererore,  I  move  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  70. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.) 

While  the  principle  of  allowing  student-athletes  one  exception  to 
transfer  down  makes  sense,  providing  the  same  exception  to 
transfer  up  would  create  possible  abuses  in  this  process.  I  think  we 
need  to  eliminate  the  exception.  Thank  you. 

[Proposal  No.  70  (Page  A-94)  wTas  adopted  by  Division  I-A.J 
Multiple-Sport  Participants— Football 

**<r£1?^ramer  ^out^eastern  Conference):  I  move  Proposal  No  84 
[The  motion  was  seconded.  J 

Ms.  Soladay:  Proposal  No.  84.  was  moved  and  seconded  Is  there 
any  discussion  of  Proposal  No.  84? 

[Proposal  No.  84  (Page  A-108)  was  adopted  by  Division  I-A.] 
Football  Noncontact  and  Orientation  Periods 
Thomas  C.  Hansen  (Pacific-10  Conference).  On  behalf  of  the 
sponsors,  I  move  Proposal  No.  96.  This  is  now  permissible  in  spring 
nail  and  it  seems  consistent  to  have  it  happen  in  the  fall. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Ms,  Soladay:  It  has  been  moved  and  seconded.  Is  there  any  dis¬ 
cussion?  J 
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{Parts  A  and  B  of  Proposal  No.  96  (Page  A- 122)  were  adopted  by 
Division  I-A.] 

Playing  and  Practice  Seasons— Final  Date  for  Football  Bowl  Game 
John  D.  Swofford  (University  of  North  Carolina,  Chapel  Hill): 
On  behalf  of  the  Atlantic  Coast  Conference,  I  move  Proposal  No.  97. 
[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  would  simply  permit  a  certified  postseason  football 
game  to  be  played  not  later  than  January  4  rather  than  the  current 
last  allowable  date  of  January  2.  It  gives  greater  flexibility  in 
scheduling  bowl  games  and,  hopefully,  reduces  the  number  of  games 
played  at  the  same  time,  thus  increasing  the  exposure  for  the  com¬ 
peting  teams  without  imposing  on  the  student-athlete’s  class  atten¬ 
dance.  This  proposal  has  the  endorsement  of  the  Special  Events 
Committee.  On  behalf  of  the  sponsors,  I  urge  your  support 

[Proposal  No.  97  (Page  A- 122)  was  adopted  by  Division  I-A.] 
Recruiting— Telephone  Calls— Divisions  I  and  II  Football 
Michael  Garrett  (University  of  Southern  California);  I  move  for 
adoption  of  Proposal  No.  116. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Proposal  No.  116  moves  the  initial  date  for  making  recruiting  calls 
from  July  1  to  August  15,  following  a  prospect’s  junior  year  in  high 
school.  It  provides  coaches  relief  from  making  telephone  calls  as  they 
prepare  for  the  preseason  practice.  The  Division  1-A  membership  of 
the  American  Football  Coaches  Association  supports  this  proposal. 

Daniel  G.  Gibbens  (University  of  Oklahoma):  On  behalf  of  the 
College  Football  Association,  we  would  urge  your  support  of  this  pro¬ 
posal  for  the  same  reasons  that  Mike  stated. 

[Parts  A,  B  and  D  of  Proposal  No.  116  (Page  A- 146)  were  adopt¬ 
ed  by  Division  I-A.j 

Evaluation  Activities  During  Contact  Period — Division  I  Football 
William  Byrne  (University  of  Nebraska,  Lincoln):  On  behalf  of 
the  sponsors,  1  move  Proposal  No.  121. 

[The  motion  was  seconded. J 

The  delegates  will  recall  last  year  that  we  tried  to  cover  a  loophole 
on  contact  and  evaluation  during  the  contact  period.  With  the  change 
in  No.  121,  it  would  make  sure  that  we  are  able  to  count  all  the  eval¬ 
uations  as  a  contact.  We  are  not  asking  for  more  than  seven  weeks  of 
contact  nor  more  than  one  contact  a  week.  We  are  just  asking  for  a 
practical  interpretation.  The  NCAA  Recruiting  Committee  supports 
this  proposal. 

Vincent  J.  Dooley:  (University  of  Georgia):  I  would  like  to  speak 
in  favor  of  Proposal  No.  121.  As  pointed  out  last  year,  all  of  the  foot¬ 
ball  coaches  were  very  pleased  when  we  passed  the  recruiting  con¬ 
tact  rules  for  football.  It  allows  the  coach  to  go  to  the  high  school 
once  a  week  for  a  maximum  of  seven  weeks.  It  is  a  simple  and  en¬ 
forceable  rule  that  all  the  coaches  like.  However,  the  rule  as  passed 
last  year  had  an  inadvertent  omission.  While  it  is  permissible  to 
make  the  contact  once  a  week,  the  Interpretations  Committee  ruled 
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that  the  coach  not  be  allowed  to  evaluate  a  practice  or  a  contest 
while  the  coach  was  visiting  the  high  school. 

This  legislation  would  clarify  and  simplify  the  rule  and  best  allow 
programs  to  utilize  their  recruiting  resources  as  well  as  allow  pro¬ 
grams  to  effectively  judge  the  prospect’s  ability  without  in  any  way 
altering  the  current  rules  to  visit  once  a  week.  The  football  coaches 
are  unanimous  in  their  support  of  this  proposal  and  the  NCAA  Re¬ 
el  uiting  Committee  supports  the  legislation.  We  would  appreciate 
your  favorable  vote  on  this  proposal 

[Proposal  No.  121  (Page  A- 152)  was  adopted  by  Division  I-A.] 
Evaluations— Practice  for  High-School  All-Star  Football  Games 

Arthur  W.  Cooper  (North  Carolina  State  University):  I  would 
like  to  move  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  122. 

(The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  would  permit  Division  I  institutions  to  count  the 
evaluation  of  multiple  practices  that  occur  on  consecutive  days  (at 
the  same  site)  in  preparation  for  a  high-school  all-star  football  game 
during  a  contact  period  as  a  single  evaluation.  The  tournament  rules 
allow  such  counting  of  evaluations  only  to  observation  of  each  con¬ 
test  in  the  tournament.  Therefore,  it  cannot  be  used  by  football 
coaches  in  the  same  way  as  coaches  who  observe  multiple  contests 
in  other  sports. 

This  proposal  will  provide  football  coaches  with  an  opportunity  to 
evaluate  practices  for  all-star  games,  which  is  similar  to  the  excep¬ 
tion  currently  available  for  tournaments  and  other  sports.  On  behalf 
of  the  sponsors,  I  urge  your  support. 

[Proposal  No.  122  (Page  A-153)  was  defeated  by  Division  I-A, 

49-60,  four  abstentions.] 

Official  Visits— National  Service  Academies— Football 

Jack  Lengyel  (U.S.  Naval  Academy):  I  would  like  to  move  Pro¬ 
posal  No.  130. 

[The  motion  was  seconded. J 

Congressional  procedures  require  that  all  candidates  receive  a 
Presidential,  Congressional  or  military  nomination  in  order  to  be 
considered  for  admission  to  the  service  academies.  They  also  require 
the  service  academies  to  consider  candidates  from  all  50  states.  It  is 
of  significant  importance  to  the  welfare  of  the  prospective  student- 
athlete  that  they  visit  the  national  service  academies  before  deciding 
to  attend,  thereby  committing  to  several  years  of  obligated  service 
after  graduation.  The  unique  academy  environment  necessitates  a 
visit  so  that  prospects  can  experience  first  hand  the  rigorous  and  dis¬ 
ciplined  military  lifestyle.  The  service  academies  have  traditionally 
used  the  maximum  number  of  visits  available.  Grant-in-aid  limita¬ 
tions  do  not  apply,  and  the  academies  do  not  subscribe  to  the  Nation¬ 
al  Letter  of  Intent. 

The  service  academies  must  pursue  a  far  greater  number  of 
prospects  nationally  than  other  Division  I-A  institutions  to  yield  a 
comparable  number  of  incoming  freshmen  student-athletes.  This 

Division  I-A  Business  Session 


85 


proposed  exception  is  critical  for  the  national  service  academies  to 
remain  competitive  in  Division  I-A.  I  urge  the  membership  to  sup¬ 
port  Proposal  No.  130.  Thank  you. 

[Proposal  No.  130  (Page  A- 160)  was  adopted  by  Division  I -A.] 

Football  Camps  and  Clinics— Attendance  of  Senior  Prospects 

Robert  H.  Aronson  (University  of  Washington):  I  move  Proposal 
No.  137. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  "senior  prospect”  prohibition  for  an  institution’s  sports  camp 
or  clinic  was  eliminated  in  all  sports  as  part  of  the  recruiting  deregu¬ 
lation  package  at  the  1994  NCAA  Convention.  Division  I-A  members 
of  the  American  Football  Coaches  Association  strongly  opposed  that 
action  and  attempted  to  agree  voluntarily  to  reinstate  the  rule  in  the 
sport  of  football  during  the  summer  of  1994  because  there  was  a  con¬ 
cern  that  the  institution’s  camp  would  be  used  as  preseason  practice 
for  incoming  football  players.  Nine  out  of  10  of  the  Division  I-A  con¬ 
ferences  supported  it.  One  has  some  problems  with  the  enforcement, 
but  they  were  in  general  agreement  that  this  should  be  corrected. 

[Proposal  No.  137  (Page  A- 167)  was  adopted  by  Division  I-A.] 
Camps  and  Clinics — Employment  of  Student-Athletes 

Mr.  Aronson:  The  rationale  is  similar  to  Proposal  137,  and  I 
would  like  to  move  Proposal  No.  138. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  rationale  is  similar  to  No.  137.  Nine  out  of  10  conferences  sup¬ 
ported  it.  The  coaches  feel  this  is  a  procedural  issue.  The  general 
support  is  to  correct  the  situation. 

[Proposal  No.  138  (Page  A-168)  was  adopted  by  Division  I-A.1 
Graduate  Assistant  Coach — Division  I-A  Football 

William  C.  Carr  (University  of  Houston):  I  would  like  to  move 
Proposal  No.  143. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

I  speak  in  favor  of  Proposal  No.  143.  From  my  experience  as  a  Di¬ 
vision  I-A  athletics  director  and  in  serving  intercollegiate  athletics,  I 
state  emphatically  that  this  is  reasonable  and  permissive  legislation. 
It  will  provide  meaningful  opportunity  for  minorities,  particularly  for 
African-Americans.  Further,  these  opportunities  will  result  in  ex¬ 
panded  talent  pools  not  only  for  full-time  coaching  positions,  but  also 
well-prepared  candidates  for  administrative  positions.  Even  limited 
coaching  experience  is  excellent  preparation  for  the  aspiring  admin¬ 
istrator. 

In  our  industry,  there  is  no  commodity  more  scarce  and  in  more 
demand  than  the  opportunity  to  learn  through  participation,  to  es¬ 
tablish  relationships  through  professional  interaction  and  to  demon¬ 
strate  character  and  confidence  that  builds  one’s  career.  The  career 
path  of  success  cannot  continue  unless  it  has  a  beginning.  Proposal 
No.  143  will  provide  that  beginning  for  many  ethnic  minorities.  I 
urge  support  of  the  proposal. 

Desmond  Robinson  (American  Football  Coaches  Association): 
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We  currently  understand  that  out  of  107  schools,  there  are  214  op¬ 
portunities  for  graduate  assistants.  Of  the  214,  only  11  of  those  posi¬ 
tions  are  held  by  ethnic  minorities,  which  is  four  percent.  We  feel 
this  should  not  be  viewed  as  a  piece  of  legislation  for  expansion,  but 
a  legislation  of  opportunity  If  46  percent  of  our  student-athletes  are 
ethnic  minorities,  then  it  is  reasonable  to  think  that  we  should  put 
ourselves  in  a  position  that  the  management  of  ethnic  minorities 
should  be  in  place.  This  will  provide  an  opportunity  at  the  entry  level 
for  coaches  to  do  this.  We  need  to  take  a  close  look  at  this  and  not 
look  at  this  through  glass,  but  take  a  look  at  it  through  a  microscope 
and  see  that  this  is  not  legislation  that  benefits  Division  I.  This  ben¬ 
efits  everybody— the  graduate  assistant,  not  just  in  the  Division  I 
programs— but  this  applies  to  head  coaches,  assistant  coaches  and 
administrators  for  Division  I,  Division  II  and  Division  III,  high 
schools  and  junior  colleges.  So  we  service  all  of  those. 

The  Black  Coaches  Association  strongly  supports  this  and  we 
would  like  you  to  support  this  because  it  gives  you  an  opportunity  to 
choose.  If  you  vote  for  this  proposal,  of  the  two  out  of  three,  one  of 
the  three  is  an  ethnic  minority,  it  gives  you  an  opportunity  to  choose. 
Everybody  across  this  country  is  talking  about  diversity.  This  is  a 
chance  to  let  your  voice  be  heard  if  you  are  concerned  about  diversity. 
Thank  you. 

[Proposal  No.  143  (Page  A- 174)  was  defeated  by  Division  I-A, 
42-67  ] 

Recruiting  Personnel— National  Service  Academies 

Jack  Lengyel  (U.S.  Naval  Academy):  I  would  like  to  move  Pro¬ 
posal  No  144. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.  1 

As  stated  previously,  Congressional  procedures  require  that  all 
candidates  receive  a  Presidential,  Congressional  or  military  nomina¬ 
tion  in  order  to  be  considered  for  admission  to  the  service  academies. 
You  are  required  to  consider  candidates  from  all  50  states.  With  the 
increased  restrictions  of  available  recruiting  time,  the  academies  are 
having  a  difficult  time  meeting  this  Congressional  requirement.  It  is 
imperative  that  we  contact  them  as  early  as  possible  to  enable  them 
to  process  their  physicals  and  the  paperwork  so  they  can  obtain  a 
nomination  in  time  to  be  considered  for  admission.  This  task  is  be¬ 
coming  increasingly  difficult  for  the  seven  coaches  on  the  road.  The 
NCAA  Recruiting  Committee  supports  this  proposal  and  1  would 
urge  the  membership  to  support  Proposal  No.  144.  Thank  you. 

[Proposal  No.  144  (Page  A-174)  was  adopted  by  Division  I-A.] 

CLOSING  REMARKS 

Ms.  Soladay:  We  have  done  the  morning’s  work.  This  concludes 
the  legislative  part  of  the  Division  I-A  business  session.  Is  there  any 
item  that  any  of  the  delegates  would  like  to  discuss  in  this  session 
pertaining  to  Division  I  or  the  general  legislation?  Seeing  no  one  at 
the  microphones,  it  will  not  be  necessary  for  the  Division  I-A  session 
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tomorrow  at  8  o’clock.  You  will  have  a  brief  relief.  If  there  is  no  fur¬ 
ther  business,  we  are  adjourned.  Thank  you  very  much 

[The  Division  I- A  business  session  was  adjourned  at  9:15  a.mj 
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Monday  Morning,  January  9, 1995 

The  Division  I- AA  business  session  was  called  to  order  by  Patricia 
V.vento,  commissioner  of  the  Gateway  Football  Conference,  at  8:02 

a.  Ill- 


OPENING  REMARKS 

Ms.  Viverito:  Good  morning.  Taking  a  page  from  last  night’s  hon¬ 
ors  dinners,  lets  go.  Rest  assured,  however,  that  at  no  point  in  this 

ams0yronurgchaP,rOCe  gS  ^  1  t0  sing'  It>s  P™4e  to  serve 

(Note- Various  announcements  were  made  and  Division  I-AA 
Council  members  were  introduced  ] 

PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 

Now  we’ll  consider  and  act  upon  the  amendments  offered  for  vote 
at  this  session.  Let  us  proceed  to  Proposal  No  15-A. 

i  u  n  EHgibdity-Qn®-^6  Transfer  Exception 

Pr“obn  ,V-H  .(Universlty  of  Central  Florida):  On  behalf  of  the 
Presidents  Commission,  I  move  adoption  of  Proposal  15,  Part  A 
l  ine  motion  was  seconded.] 

th  1 liT  Ha  c  been  the  !ubJect  of  considerable  discussion  at 

the  institutional,  conference  and  national  level  since  it  was  recom¬ 
mended  for  action  at  this  Convention  by  the  Special  Committee  to 
Review  Student-Athlete  Welfare,  Access  and  Equity  last  summer 
The  special  committee,  which  was  charged  with  looking  at  this 
brought  the  proposal  forward  because  it  felt  that  it  was  in  the  best 
merest  of  student-athletes  to  be  prov.ded  the  same  opportunity  to 
transfer  one  time  that  student-athletes  have  been  afforded  for  some 
,l‘™e 'n  ether  sports.  It  is  my  understanding  that  the  Student-Ath- 
6  Commitf'ee  also  supports  this  proposal. 

When  this  legislation  was  proposed  initially  by  the  soecial  <?tn 
denf-athlele  welfare  committee,  the  President,  Com  “eston  ~ 

™ntt„r“C!"e?Ja,'0K“d  ,p°n“r“i  Presentation  at  this  Con- 
ention  Since  then,  however,  a  number  of  concerns  have  been 

Col  hifhi’  SOme  Practical>  some  philosophical.  The  NCAA 

Conned  has  had  serious  reservations  about  this  proposal  from  the 

i  glnnmg-  Eacb  institution  has  the  opportunity  to  deny  student-ath- 

f  the  msl  tar  t0K  f6  3dV?ntage  °f  the  °ne'tIlne  transfer  except 
rf  the  institution  believes,  for  example,  that  raiding  has  occurred 

The  Conned  believes  that  if  student-athletes  in  these  three  sports 
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can  become  eligible  immediately  upon  transfer,  recruitment  of  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  will  increase  dramatically  and  that  the  institution 
from  which  student-athletes  transferred  would  be  disadvantaged 
Others  have  suggested  that  the  legislation  may  prove  primarily  to 
the  advantage  of  larger,  more  visible  institutions  and  to  the  disad¬ 
vantage  of  those  lesser-known  institutions  that  have  the  good  for¬ 
tune,  from  time  to  time,  to  attract  highly  talented  athletes  who  may 
have  been  overlooked  by  others.  From  the  philosophical  perspective, 
the  Commission  has  recognized  that  the  best  interest  of  student-ath¬ 
letes  may  not  necessarily  be  served  through  adoption  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion  A  legitimate  question  exists  as  to  whether  liberalized  transfer 
rules  will  cause  student-athletes  to  make  hasty  decisions  based  pri¬ 
marily  on  athletics  considerations  that  will  disrupt,  unnecessarily, 
their  academic  career. 

The  Commission  recognizes  that  there  are  strong  feelings  on  both 
sides  of  these  issues.  It  is  the  Commission’s  view  that  these  issues 
should  be  considered  more  fully  before  taking  action.  For  this  reason, 
the  Presidents  Commission  believes  it  to  be  in  the  best  interest  of 
student-athletes  and  the  Association  at  large,  for  the  NCAA  Student- 
Athlete  Advisory  Committee  to  have  an  opportunity  to  discuss  the 
proposal  more  fully.  Therefore,  on  behalf  of  the  Commission,  I  move 
that  Part  A  of  Proposal  No.  15  be  referred  to  the  Student-Athlete  Ad¬ 
visory  Committee  for  further  study.  Thank  You 

Ms.  Viverito:  Do  I  have  a  second  to  refer  this  issue  to  the  Stu- 
dent-Athlete  Advisory  Committee? 

[The  motion  was  seconded] 

Erik  L.  Nedeau  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee/North¬ 
eastern  University):  Prohibiting  student-athletes  in  the  sports  of 
football,  basketball  and  ice  hockey  from  utilizing  a  one-time  transfer 
exception  that  is  currently  available  to  student-athletes  in  all  other 
sports  endorses  a  notion  of  inequity  in  the  NCAA. 

Student-athletes  at  some  point  in  their  career  may  be  unhappy 
with  their  initial  decision  to  attend  the  institution  in  which  they  are 
currently  enrolled.  The  decision  to  seek  a  different  direction  in  both 
the  academic  and  athletics  areas  may  arise  for  the  student-athlete. 
This  opportunity  to  seek  a  more  desirable  situation  should  be  allot¬ 
ted  to  them.  Currently,  student-athletes  in  sports  other  than  football, 
basketball,  and  ice  hockey,  are  provided  with  the  opportunity  to 
transfer  to  another  institution  free  of  eligibility  restriction.  It  is  not 
equitable  to  deny  the  interest  of  student-athletes  solely  on  the  basis 
of  the  sport  that  they  participate  in.  Limiting  this  one-time  transfer 
exception  to  certain  sports  in  an  effort  to  act  as  a  control  mechanism 
fails  to  serve  the  best  interest  of  the  student-athlete.  Opposition  to 
this  proposal  shows  an  unwillingness  of  the  institutions  to  properly 
monitor  potential  recruiting  violations  within  athletics  departments 
specifically  in  the  area  of  raiding. 

It  is  the  responsibility  of  the  athletics  department  to  be  aware  of 
any  potential  problems  that  may  arise  and  act  accordingly  within  the 


90 


1995  Convention  Proceedings 


guidelines,  rather  than  restrict  the  student-athlete  from  being  able 
to  transfer,  Thank  you. 

A  of  Proposal  No.  15  (Page  A-12)  was  referred  to  the 
NCAA  Student- Athlete  Advisory  Committee  by  Division  I-AA 
86-27,  one  abstention.] 

Weekly  Hour  Limitations— Skill  Instruction- 
Divisions  I  and  II  Football 

R.  Elaine  Dreidame  (University  of  Dayton):  I  move  Proposal  25- 
A  and  B. 

[The  motion  was  seconded] 

Mr.  Hitt:  It  s  important  to  note  that  the  two  hours  of  related  in¬ 
struction  in  this  proposal  will  not  add  to  the  current  number  of  hours 
per  week  in  which  a  student  may  participate  in  athletically  related 
activities  outside  of  the  playing  season.  This  proposal  allows  the  ac¬ 
tivities  currently  limited  to  conditioning  activities  to  include  sports 
instruction.  The  Presidents  Commission  and  the  Special  Committee 
to  Review  Student-Athlete  Welfare,  Access  and  Equity  believe  that 
the  adoption  of  this  proposal  would  be  beneficial  to  the  student-ath¬ 
lete,  provided  the  student-athlete  wishes  to  have  this  access. 

For  this  reason,  the  Commission  and  the  special  committee  believe 
that  it  is  important  to  require  that  the  instruction  be  requested  by 
the  student-athlete.  It  may  be  somewhat  idealistic,  but  we  think  it’s 
an  important  distinction.  I  should  note  that  the  Presidents  Commis¬ 
sion  has  adopted  a  motion  informing  the  NCAA  Council  that  it  takes 
exception  to  the  Council’s  interpretation  that  allows  multiple  groups 
of  three  to  be  involved  in  instructional  sessions  at  the  same  time  at 
the  same  site,  provided  the  groups  are  not  involved  in  the  same  ac¬ 
tivity.  The  Presidents  Commission  believes  this  could  well  violate  the 
intent,  which  is  truly  individual  and  not  team  instruction  or  practice 
We’ve  asked  for  another  look  at  that  interpretation,  but  we  nonethe- 
less  support  this  motion. 

Frederick  S.  Humphries  (Florida  A&M  University):  I  rise  to  op¬ 
pose  this  motion.  We  have  limited  the  number  of  games  that  you  can 
play  in  basketball,  we  have  limited  the  numbers  of  games  you  can 
play  in  baseball— all  under  the  pretext  of  academic  enhancement. 
This  proposal  seems  counter  to  the  academic  reinforcement  activities 
that  we’ve  taken  as  an  organization.  I  can  envision  that  on  each  cam¬ 
pus  all  week  long  we’ll  see  two  and  three  athletes  scheduling  one 
hour  of  enhanced  skill  and  be  totally  involved  every  week  of  the  non¬ 
practice  and  noncompeting  time  of  year. 

1  think  this  is  a  step  in  the  wrong  direction  I  can’t  understand 
how  we  talk  about  increasing  academic  standards  to  get  in  and  then 
open  up  the  door  for  more  athletics  practice  when  they  are  in  college 
I  think  this  is  totally  inconsistent  with  the  academic  movement  of 
this  organization.  I  urge  this  body  to  defeat  this  motion  and  keep 
alive  the  notion  that  we  are  protecting  the  interest  of  the  student- 
athlete  to  get  a  good  education  while  they  are  matriculating  at  our 
institutions. 
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Mr.  Nedeau:  The  Student- Athlete  Advisory  Committee  is  in  oppo¬ 
sition  to  Proposal  25.  Though  it  would  be  voluntary  for  the  student- 
athlete  to  participate  in  the  instructional  session,  the  reality  is  this 
instruction  is  not  needed  and  most  likely  would  not  be  voluntary. 
Football  players  are  involved  in  intense  off-season  programs  that 
would  include  running  and  strength  conditioning  during  that  week. 
In  addition  to  this  part  of  the  training  regimen,  the  student-athletes 
also  participate  in  spring-football  drills.  This  is  more  than  an  ade¬ 
quate  amount  of  instructional  athletics  activity  for  the  student-ath¬ 
lete.  The  need  for  special  instruction  for  student-athletes  in  other 
sports  is  of  more  importance  than  that  of  football  because  of  shorter 
seasons  and  the  greater  amount  of  technical  skills  needed.  The  focus 
of  off-season  workouts  for  football  is  in  strengthening  and  condition¬ 
ing  rather  than  in  instructional  skills.  By  allowing  this  voluntary  in¬ 
structional  time  with  the  coaches,  there  is  potential  for  considerable 
abuse  by  the  coaching  staff  for  the  instructional  sessions.  The  fall 
season  of  competition  is  very  demanding  in  regards  to  maintaining 
academic  requirements  and  also  staying  at  a  high  level  of  competi¬ 
tion  within  their  sport. 

The  off-season  is  a  chance  for  the  student-athlete  to  focus  on  aca¬ 
demics  and  to  recover  or  maintain  the  strength  conditioning.  The 
student-athlete  does  not  need  the  added  pressure  of  coaching  in¬ 
struction  that  will  come  with  the  passage  of  this  proposal.  We  ask 
you  to  oppose  this  legislation. 

Mr.  Hitt:  I  recognize  that  there  are  views,  pro  and  con,  for  this 
proposal.  I  will,  however,  point  out  that  it  does  not  affect  the  amount 
of  time  that  student-athletes  may  spend  in  athletics-related  activi¬ 
ties  during  the  off-season.  That  is  limited  to  eight  hours.  This  would 
be  two  hours  of  those  eight.  It's  fully  countable  against  the  eight 
hours  that  exist  today. 

We  need  a  point  of  order  on  Interpretation  No.  5.  In  the  convention 
bulletin,  given  the  Presidents  Commission  statement  earlier,  can  we 
expect  that  that  is  the  sense  of  the  Council,  or  do  we  need  to  take  a 
vote?  Or  is  there  another  procedure  that  needs  to  be  followed,  be¬ 
cause  it  does  affect  the  voting  of  our  conference. 

Ms.  Viverito:  The  parliamentarian  advises  me  that  the  Presi¬ 
dents  Commission  motion  is  to  urge  the  Council  to  reconsider.  That 
does  not  require  a  vote  to  overturn  that  interpretation.  However,  his¬ 
torically  the  Council  has  listened  most  intently  to  the  opinions  of  our 
Presidents  Commission,  if  that  helps  you. 

[Proposal  No.  25  (Page  A-25)  was  defeated  by  Division  I-AA,  29- 
84,  two  abstentions.] 

Weekly  Hour  Limitations — Skill  Instruction — 

Divisions  I  and  II  Football 

E.  Kaye  Hart:  (Austin  Peay  State  University):  On  behalf  of  the 
Council  and  the  NCAA  Special  Committee  to  Study  Rules  Federation 
by  Sport,  I  move  for  the  adoption  of  Proposal  24. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.  1 
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rec°mmendation  of  various  coaches  associations  that  are 
seeking  avenues  to  aid  student-athletes,  who  are  asking  for  direct 

tenee'tonS°tud rSn"  0ftST°n’  C3USed  the  S P^ial  CoS 

tee  to  study  Rules  Federation  by  Sport  to  bring  this  rule  before  the 
membership.  Different  from  Proposal  25  that  was  just  voted  on  this 
Th°™  M 63  n°t  reC|U1,'e  ^dent-athletes  request  skill  instruction 
tvnp  of  C>a  committee  and  the  Council  believe  that  creation  of  that 
yp  requirement  is  unnecessary  and  administratively  difficult  it 
1  c“nceincd  that  the  request  for  such  practice  time  w  1  not  re 
ally  be  by  free  choice.  Further,  Proposal  24  limits  the  instructional 
ssions  to  noncontract  drills  and  permits  only  limited  football  gear 
and  protective  equipment  as  specified  in  the  legislation.  The  special 
committee  and  the  Council  believe  that  this  reduces  the  likelihood  of 
injury  and  makes  it  more  possible  that  the  instruction  will  be  to  lm 
prove  the  individual  skills  in  the  sport  of  football 

port  of  tWs  profpSalCOUnCiI  “d  SPeda'  COmmittee-  1  »«*e  *up- 
Mr.  Nedeau:  The  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee  opposes 

XfSTn addittnWh  reaS°nS  35  Stat6d  in  °Ur  °PP0Slt'0n  to  Pro¬ 
posal  25.  In  addition  to  the  reasons  previously  stated,  we  adamantlv 

oppose  the  involuntarily  aspect  of  the  coaching  instruction  This  in- 

in  PlaCe?  3  high  ,eVel  ^tensily  on 

he  student  in  the  off-season  as  demanded  by  their  coach  during  the 
lnstructiona!  season.  The  purpose  of  an  out-of-season  period  fs  to 
take  a  break,  both  mentally  and  physically,  from  the  rigors  of  in  sea 
son  practice.  We  ask  for  your  opposition  to  this  proposal 
Mr.  Hitt:  It  was  a  requirement  that  the  student-athlete  reouest 
the  instruction  that  made  Proposal  25  palatable  to  the  Presidents 

a“Non24  H  thC  rem°VaI  °f  that  re«™nt>  1  would  speak 

WaS  d6feated  by  Divisi°n  I'AA’  15' 

p-  u  Foo,^al'—Di visions  l-A  and  l-AA  Orientation  Period 

haFoflhe  NPA^r  °r  (^eitr°  At'ontiC  Athletic  C™ference):  On  be- 

nait  ot  the  NCAA  Council,  I  move  Proposal  No.  43. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.J 

The  NCAA  Council  supports  this  proposal  While  this  Drnnnsni 
does  increase  from  two  to  three  the  number  of  days  in  the  orientation 
period  for  first-time  participants,  ,t  requires  one  of  these  three  da v” 
to  be  used  for  academic  orientation.  This  is  entirely  consistent  with 

!f  the  cTunciLtUdent'athlete  Welfare-  1  UFge  y0Ur  Support  on  behalf 
SXr  abstentlmsT  ^  W3S  ad°Pted  W  UAA’  74‘ 

MultiPte-Sport  Participants— Football 

Wright  Waters  (Southern  Conference):  On  behalf  of  the  sponsors 
we  move  for  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  84.  sponsors, 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 
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Normally,  we  could  ask  to  wait  to  hear  the  results  for  Division  I-A 
on  this  issue.  But  I  think  it's  of  a  magnitude  that  probably  makes  it 
stand  alone  in  its  value  to  be  considered  by  this  membership.  The  in¬ 
tent  of  No.  84  is  to  permit  a  multiple-sport  student-athlete  to  prac¬ 
tice  in  the  sport  of  football  without  having  to  count  against  the  insti¬ 
tution’s  scholarship  limits  in  football  until  that  student-athlete 
actually  engages  in  intercollegiate  competition.  I  think  there  is  some 
value  in  that  to  our  membership. 

[Proposal  No.  84  (Page  A- 108)  was  adopted  by  Division  I-AA.l 
Football  Noncontact  and  Orientation  Periods 

Unidentified  Delegate:  On  behalf  of  the  sponsors,  we  would  like 
to  move  Proposal  No.  96. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  legislation  is  intended  to  permit  student-athletes  to  wear 
shoulder  pads  during  the  fall  football  noncontact  and  orientation  pe¬ 
riod. 

[Parts  A  and  B  of  Proposal  No.  96  (Page  A- 122)  were  adopted  by 

Division  I-AA.] 

Evaluation  Activities  During  Contact  Period— Division  I  Football 

Jeffrey  H.  Orleans  (Ivy  Group):  On  behalf  of  the  sponsors,  I 
move  Proposal  121. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.) 

This  proposal  actually  is  designed  to  complement  the  legislation 
that  was  enacted  last  year  that  would  prevent  evaluative  activity 
during  the  contact  period,  and  would  be  dealt  with  only  as  a  contact 
rather  than  also  as  an  evaluation — even  if  only  evaluative  activity 
occurs— to  observe  the  greatest  number  of  evaluations  as  intended 
by  this  body. 

[Proposal  No,  121  (Page  A- 152)  was  adopted  by  Division  I-AA.] 

Evaluations — Practice  For  High-School  All-Star  Football  Games 

Unidentified  Delegate;  On  behalf  of  its  sponsors,  I  move  the 
adoption  of  Proposal  122. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  intent  of  this  proposal  is  to  permit  Division  1  institutions  to 
count  the  evaluation  of  multiple  practices  that  occur  on  consecutive 
days  in  preparation  for  a  high-school  all-star  football  game  during  a 
contact  period  as  a  single  evaluation.  This  proposal  will  provide  foot¬ 
ball  coaches  with  an  opportunity  to  evaluate  practices  for  all-star 
games  that  is  similar  to  the  exception  that  is  now  available  in  other 
sports. 

[Proposal  No.  122  (Page  A- 153)  was  adopted  by  Division  I-AA.] 

Football  Camps  and  Clinics— Attendance  of  Senior  Prospects 

Charles  S.  Boone  (University  of  Richmond):  On  behalf  of  the 
sponsors,  I  move  for  the  adoption  of  Proposal  137. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  intent  of  this  is  clear.  Last  year  at  the  Convention,  we  passed 
legislation  that  would  allow  a  senior  prospect  to  attend  a  camp  or 
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clinic  on  a  member  institution’s  campus.  The  intent  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion  is  that  in  the  sport  of  Division  I  football,  a  senior  prospect  shall 
not  be  permitted  to  enroll,  participate  or  be  employed  at  any  such 
sports  camp  or  clinic. 

[Proposal  No.  137  (Page  A- 167)  was  adopted  by  Division  I-AA.] 

Camps  and  Clinics— Employment  of  Student- Athletes 

Britton  B.  Banowsky  (Southland  Conference):  On  behalf  of  the 
sponsor  of  Proposal  138-A  and  B,  I  would  like  to  move  its  adoption. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  is  legislation  that  was  passed  last  year.  The  football  coaches 
association  came  back  and  indicated  a  strong  interest  in  seeing  the 
old  rule  reinstated.  I  think  it  is  in  our  interest  to  be  consistent  with 
Division  I-A  on  this  proposal. 

[Proposal  No.  138  (Page  A- 168)  was  adopted  by  Division  I-AA.j 
Recruiting  Personnel— Division  I-AA  Football 

David  B.  Wagner  (Georgia  Southern  University):  On  behalf  of 
the  Division  I-AA  athletics  directors  association  and  all  members  of 
the  Southern  Conference,  I  wish  to  move  Proposal  145. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Proposal  145  will  permit  a  Division  I-AA  member  institution  to 
designate  a  total  of  nine  head  or  assistant  coaches,  including  re¬ 
stricted-earnings  coaches,  who  may  contact  or  evaluate  prospective 
student-athletes  off-campus  It  also  will  permit  up  to  seven  of  the 
nine  coaches  to  contact  and  evaluate  prospective  student-athletes 
off-campus  during  any  one  calendar  week.  This  proposal  was  recom¬ 
mended  to  the  I-AA  athletics  directors  by  the  I-AA  football  coaches 
group  meeting  at  its  June  meeting.  Recommendation  was  approved 
by  the  association  in  the  Southern  Conference  to  pass  legislation  for 
your  consideration. 

The  rationale  supporting  this  legislation  is  simply  that  it  provides 
increased  flexibility  in  assignment  of  coaching  responsibilities  with¬ 
out  increasing  recruiting  expenses.  The  general  nature  of  I-AA  is 
that  our  coaches  have  additional  responsibilities.  The  most  frequent 
coach's  concern  was  the  ability  to  assign  academic  responsibilities  to 
a  full-time  coach  and  relieve  a  portion  of  said  coach’s  recruiting  re¬ 
sponsibilities.  This  is  permissive  legislation.  It  only  provides  flexibil¬ 
ity  and  it  does  not  require  change.  I  would  urge  your  support.  Thank 
you. 

Edward  G.  Farrell:  (University  of  Tennessee  at  Chattanooga):  As 
Bucky  said,  this  is  permissive.  So  if  it  doesn’t  suit  your  needs,  you 
don’t  have  to  go  with  it.  Secondly,  so  many  of  our  coaches  are  in¬ 
volved  in  advising  and  working  with  off-season  programs.  This  gives 
them  an  opportunity  to  come  back  on  campus  and  have  one  of  your 
reslricted-earings  coaches  do  recruiting.  I  also  think  our  future  full¬ 
time  coaches  are  these  restricted -earnings  coaches.  One  of  the  things 
we  look  for  in  assistant  coaches  is  the  ability  to  recruit.  So  this  gives 
restricted-earnings  coaches  an  opportunity  to  get  involved  in  this 
particular  area.  We  urge  you  to  vote  for  this  proposition. 
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[Proposal  No.  145  (Page  A- 175)  was  adopted  by  Division  1-AA, 
74-41,  five  abstentions.] 

Recruiting — Telephone  Calls— Divisions  I  and  II  Football 

Ms.  Viverito:  I’ve  just  been  advised  that  Proposal  116  passed  in 
Division  I-A. 

Jeffrey  H.  Orleans  (Ivy  Group):  In  the  interest  of  maintaining 
continuity,  I  would  move  Proposal  116-A,  B  and  D. 

[The  motion  was  seconded  ] 

[Parts  A,  B  and  D  of  Proposal  No.  116  (Page  A- 146)  were  adopt¬ 
ed  by  Division  I-AA}. 

CLOSING  REMARKS 

Ms.  Viverito:  That,  I  believe,  concludes  the  legislative  portion  of 
our  agenda — and  in  a  right  timely  fashion,  I  might  add.  We  can  use 
the  remainder  of  our  time  for  discussion  of  other  proposals  or  any 
other  matters  of  interest  to  the  I-AA  membership. 

Wright  Waters  (Southern  Conference):  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
group  to  recognize  those  who,  in  a  very  short  time,  put  together  a 
meaningful  framework  of  what  will  certainly  change  the  way  this 
Association  does  its  business  Therefore,  President  Judith  Davidson, 
President  Barbara  Hedden  and  Brother  Tom  Scanlan  are  all  to  be 
applauded  for  their  efforts  on  behalf  of  your  membership.  And  we 
could  ask  this  group  to  reflect  that. 

Edward  B.  Fort  (North  Carolina  A&T  State  University):  I  would 
like  to  ask  a  question  regarding  an  issue  concerning  initial  eligibility, 
Proposal  No.  32.  Earlier  today  and  also  yesterday,  the  Presidents 
Commission  indicated  the  fact  that  this  was  one  of  several  proposals 
that  it  was  opposed  to  in  relationship  to  the  prospective  enactment  of 
Proposal  16.  There  are  a  number  of  us  in  the  audience  today  who 
would  like  to  know  if  any  spokesperson  from  the  Presidents  Commis¬ 
sion  would  define  in  clearly  delineated,  magnificently  precise  reasons 
why  the  Commission  is  opposed  to  Proposal  No.  32.  And  make  it  fo¬ 
cused. 

John  C.  Hitt  (University  of  Central  Florida):  The  Presidents 
Commission  has  opposed  Proposal  No.  32,  which  would  withhold 
freshman  eligibility  on  two  grounds.  First  of  all,  it  could  prove  to  be 
costly  to  an  institution  having  to  provide  five  years  of  aid  to  more 
student-athletes  than  they  currently  provide  it  for,  inasmuch  as  the 
proposal  would  act  as  an  incentive  for  student-athletes  to  stay  in 
school  for  five  years  as  opposed  to  encouraging  them  to  graduate  in 
four. 

Second,  there  simply  is  no  need  to  declare  all  freshmen  ineligible 
regardless  of  their  academic  preparation.  It  is  in  hopes  that  the  en¬ 
deavor  that  the  Association  has  worked  so  hard  to  put  in  place  and 
strengthen  will  continue  to  send  the  message  to  high-school  students 
to  continue  to  work  hard  on  their  academic  preparation  while  in  high 
school.  Making  all  freshmen  ineligible  does  nothing  to  send  this  type 
of  message. 
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Mr.  Fort:  Let  me  give  a  quick  response.  I’ll  give  a  longer  one  dur¬ 
ing  the  course  of  the  business  session  later  this  morning.  The  fact  of 
the  matter  is  that  the  elongated  issue  of  cost  as  it  pertains  to  a  rea¬ 
son  for  being  anti-32  is  questionable  at  best,  particularly  in  light  of 
the  millions  of  dollars  that  are  generated  by  ticket  prices  alone,  as 
opposed  to  the  issue  of  whether  or  not  this  will  work  with  respect  to 
the  issue  of  cost.  So  I  question  whether  or  not  there  is  any  real  long¬ 
term  veracity  associated  with  the  attempt  to  place  some  kind  of  inex¬ 
tricable  relationship  between  cost  on  the  one  hand  and  the  viability 
of  32  on  the  other. 

Secondly,  the  statement  that  the  gentleman  just  made  concerning 
the  relationship  between  this  narrowly  defined  issue  of  noneligibility 
for  freshmen  and  the  question  of  reform  is  questionable  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  we  have  all  recognized  the  reality  that  since  Proposition 
48  was  passed  eight  years  ago,  that  here  has  been  literally— well, 
within  the  structure  of  the  NCAA — an  institutional  World  War  III  as 
it  relates  to  the  whole  question  of  what  is  right  and  what  is  wrong 
with  respect  to  the  matter  of  access  to  higher  education  from  a  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  point  of  view. 

Therefore,  on  that  basis,  I  would  respectfully  decline  to  accept  ei¬ 
ther  of  the  two  justifications  and/or  rationalizations  promulgated  by 
the  spokesman  on  behalf  of  the  Presidents  Commission. 

Frederick  S.  Humphries  (Florida  A&M  University):  I  want  to 
urge  the  universities  and  colleges  in  Division  I-AA  to  make  a  state¬ 
ment.  May  I  remind  the  group  that  Proposition  48  and  Proposition 
16  are  responses  to  the  fact  that  in  athletics  competition,  institutions 
of  higher  education  recruit  athletes  who  do  not  meet  their  normal 
academic  profile  for  higher  education  as  a  freshman  class.  And  be¬ 
cause  we  have  in  the  past  recruited  athletes  who  do  not  normally 
meet  our  academic  profile  for  our  entering  freshman  class,  it  has  led 
to  abuse  of  the  student-athlete  For  a  period  of  time,  we  significantly 
abused  the  athletes  in  the  press  and  our  alumni  got  on  us  about  it. 
Our  response  was  not  to  educate  the  kids  but  to  set  a  standard  for 
them  to  play  athletics  at  our  institutions.  There  is  a  way  to  get 
around  that.  There  is  a  way  not  to  be  abusive  of  athletes.  There  is  a 
way  to  solve  this  problem  in  an  honorable  way.  That  honorable  way 
is  to  have  freshmen  ineligibility,  where  an  institution  will  then  have 
the  authority  to  either  recruit  athletes  who  meet  its  academic  profile 
for  its  freshman  class,  or  if  they  chose  not  to  do  that,  it  places  a  bur¬ 
den  on  the  institution  to  create  the  kind  of  educational  support  pro¬ 
gram  that  would  ensure  successful  education  of  the  athlete  and 
make  that  intent  clear  without  competing  on  the  athletics  field. 

That’s  the  more  honorable  way  of  responding  to  the  issue  rather 
than  ratcheting  up  academic  standards  that  exclude  groups  in  our 
society.  Freshman  eligibility  allows  us  a  very  honorable  way  out  to 
deal  with  this  problem.  It  gets  the  burden  on  us — educational  insti¬ 
tutions — to  provide  an  educational  program  that  will  speak  to  the 
kind  of  athletes  who  we  would  choose  to  attract  to  our  institution. 
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We  have  a  way  of  checking  on  that  today.  We  did  something  very 
wonderful  in  the  NCAA  when  we  passed  the  certification  of  athletics 
programs,  where  we  have  operating  principles.  An  institution  can 
now  be  visited,  and  if  there  is  not  an  adherence  to  the  integrity  of  the 
recruitment  process,  if  you  do  not  take  the  kind  of  educational  initia¬ 
tive  that  has  assured  the  success  of  the  athletes  who  you  recruit,  this 
external  committee  can  judge  you  and  you  can  be  found  wanting.  We 
can  be  thrown  out  of  the  NCAA  for  not  living  up  to  the  promise  of 
what  we  are:  educational  institutions. 

This  proposition.  Propositions  48  and  49,  places  the  whole  burden 
on  the  student-athlete.  But  when  we  look  at  who  we  are  denying  ac* 
cess  to  higher  education,  it  disproportionately  affects  minorities.  I 
think  we  can  do  it  a  better  way.  A  better  way  is  freshman  ineligibili¬ 
ty,  with  the  proof  that  we — we  who  are  experts,  we  who’ve  got  kids' 
needs  in  our  hands,  we  who  control  all  of  higher  education— can  de¬ 
velop  programs  that  will  educate  those  kids  in  an  appropriate  fash¬ 
ion  that  speaks  for  quality  and  the  integrity  of  higher  education. 

This  is  an  initiative  and  it’s  time  for  us  to  stop  following  the  lead. 
We  need  to  stand  up  and  speak  for  academic  integrity,  speak  for 
these  student-athletes,  speak  for  diversity  in  higher  education,  and 
speak  for  the  issue  for  those  people  who  have  added  a  lot  to  our  ath¬ 
letics  program,  and  not  make  them  gladiators,  make  them  students. 

I  urge  your  support  for  freshman  ineligibility. 

Mr.  Hitt:  Speaking  for  the  Presidents  Commission,  I  certainly  rec¬ 
ognize,  as  does  my  good  friend,  Fred  Humphries,  that  students  some¬ 
times  come  to  our  institutions  ill-prepared  academically,  certainly 
less  prepared  than  in  the  case  of  some  athletes  who  are  better  stu¬ 
dents  than  the  general  student  population.  However,  we  now  have  a 
mechanism  for  dealing  with  that.  The  Presidents  Commission  just 
sees  no  reason  to  institutionalize  the  “red  shirt.”  I  think  we  should 
judiciously  use  it  where  it’s  appropriate  and  not  create  a  five-year 
program  for  every  student  regardless  of  his  or  her  preparation  aca¬ 
demically  at  the  time  of  initial  matriculation 

Charlotte  West  (Southern  Illinois  University  at  Carbondale):  I 
would  like  the  membership  to  consider  a  resolution. 

This  involves  restructuring.  Whereas  the  issue  of  NCAA  restruc¬ 
turing  is  of  paramount  importance  to  all  members  of  the  NCAA;  and 
whereas  task  forces  representing  Divisions  I,  II  and  III  have  been 
appointed  and  are  working  diligently  to  develop  alternative  courses 
of  action;  whereas  an  oversight  committee  to  review  the  NCAA  mem¬ 
bership  structure  has  been  appointed  to  consider  the  divisional  pro¬ 
posals  and  be  responsible  for  the  development  of  a  comprehensive 
proposal  for  consideration  at  the  1997  Convention:  and  whereas  the 
Division  I  composition  of  the  oversight  committee  is  exclusively  Divi¬ 
sion  I- A,  thereby  leaving  Divisions  I-AA  and  I-AAA  without  any  rep¬ 
resentation  on  this  committee;  now,  therefore,  may  it  be  resolved 
that  the  oversight  committee  be  reconstituted  or  expanded  to  more 
accurately  reflect  the  diversity  of  the  division  membership,  particu¬ 
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larly  with  regard  to  the  ratio  of  Division  I-A  and  the  other  division 
members. 

I  would  like  to  speak  to  that  for  a  moment.  I  think  recently  all  of 
you  received  information  about  the  progress  on  restructuring.  On  the 
pink  sheets  are  listed  the  members  of  the  Division  I  task  force  with 
representation  from  Division  I-AA.  I  did  a  little  further  examination 
on  the  oversight  committee,  the  committee  that  takes  the  recommen¬ 
dations  for  I,  II,  and  III,  and  will  prepare  our  plan  for  restructuring. 
I  really  was  appalled  when  I  looked  at  the  membership  of  that  com¬ 
mittee.  It  has  nine  members,  and  it's  the  first  time  that  I  can  remem¬ 
ber  when  we’ve  had  this  critical  of  an  issue  for  our  membership  with 
absolutely  no  representation  on  that  committee.  There  are  nine 
members  and  five  are  from  Division  I.  But  all  five  are  I-A,  leaving  I- 
AA  and  I-AAA  without  any  representation  whatsoever.  So  my  resolu¬ 
tion  calls  for  reconstitution  or  expansion  of  that  committee  so  that  at 
least  we  have  somebody  on  the  oversight  committee  to  represent  the 
views  of  I-AA  and  I-AAA. 

Ms.  Viverito:  Thank  you,  Charlotte.  It’s  my  understanding  that 
the  parliamentarian  has  ruled  any  voting  on  the  resolution  to  be  out 
of  order.  However,  given  the  importance  of  representation  and  the 
magnitude  of  restructuring,  the  oversight  committee’s  job,  and  the 
apparent  desire  to  consider  whether  there  is  wisdom  in  our  having 
representation  on  that  committee,  I  would  suggest  that  a  straw  vote 
on  reconstituting  or  expanding  the  structure  of  the  oversight  com¬ 
mittee  would  be  in  order.  In  lieu  of  a  motion  to  accept  the  resolution, 

I  would  entertain  the  request  for  a  straw  vote  on  the  intent  of  that 
resolution. 

Ms.  West:  That’s  fine.  I  appreciate  that. 

Ms.  Viverito:  Is  that  clear  to  everybody  what  we’ll  be  doing?  We 
have  been  asked  to  send  a  message,  if  you  will,  to  the  Council  and 
the  Presidents  Commission  to  consider  the  composition  of  that  over¬ 
sight  committee  to  more  accurately  reflect  the  diversity  of  Division  I. 

Jeffrey  H.  Orleans  (Ivy  Group):  We  are  thunderously  and  unani¬ 
mously  in  favor  of  urging  a  straw  vote  regarding  the  restructuring 
committee  The  central  political  issue  in  the  restructuring  process  is 
whether  Division  I-A  will  control  Division  I  by  itself  or  will  continue 
to  control  Division  I  in  a  working  partnership  with  Divisions  I-AA 
and  I-AAA.  There  does  not  seem  to  be  any  cogent  reason  for  the  over¬ 
sight  committee  to  be  constituted  as  it  is.  I  think  we  should  send  a 
very  strong  message  that  we  are  very  dissatisfied  with  that  current 
state  of  affairs. 

Ms.  Viverito:  We  could  count  the  claps,  but  we’ll  make  it  more  of¬ 
ficial  and  have  a  straw  vote. 

Those  in  favor  of  the  reconstitution  or  expansion  of  the  oversight 
committee  please  raise  your  paddles.  Thank  you.  Those  opposed  to 
such  reconstitution  or  expansion.  I  believe  the  vote  was  unanimous. 

Ms.  West:  Patty,  I  would  like  to  report  that  Division  I-AAA  took 
the  same  action. 
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Ronald  D,  Stephenson  (Big  Sky  Conference):  1  think  it’s  appro¬ 
priate  that  as  a  Division  I-AA  group,  we  recognize  the  head  football 
coach  and  athletics  director,  Jim  Tressell,  who  just  this  past  year 
won  his  third  out  of  the  last  four  football  championships  in  Division 
I-AA  and  set  a  standard  that  I  think  the  rest  of  us  are  going  to  have 
to  shoot  a  long  time  for.  Jim,  would  you  stand  up? 

Ms.  Viverito:  Although  we  have  no  formal  business  before  us  and 
a  meeting  tomorrow  may  not  be  necessary,  it’s  my  understanding 
that  there  has  been  some  interest  expressed  by  I-AAA  that  there 
might  be  some  advantage,  in  fact  some  wisdom,  in  meeting  informal¬ 
ly  during  that  time  slot  tomorrow  morning  on  the  issue  of  restructur¬ 
ing.  I  would  like  to  know  if  the  group  shares  I-AAA’s  suggestion. 
Should  we  take  some  time  tomorrow  morning — time  currently  allot¬ 
ted  for  a  session  that  legislatively,  is  unnecessary — to  meet  informal¬ 
ly  to  discuss  the  restructuring  issues?  Those  who  would  be  in  favor  of 
a  session  with  our  I-AAA  colleagues  tomorrow  on  the  issue  of  re¬ 
structuring,  please  raise  your  paddles.  It’s  not  mandatory  atten¬ 
dance.  Those  opposed.  For  those  of  you  who  will  be  interested  in  par¬ 
ticipating  in  such  a  meeting,  it’s  my  understanding  that  it  will  be  in 
this  Manchester  Ballroom  area.  The  specific  rooms  have  yet  to  be  as¬ 
signed,  but  I-AA  and  I-AAA  representatives  will  be  prepared  to  chair 
those  meetings. 

Mr.  Orleans:  I  would  like  to  ask  the  members  to  join  me  in  thank¬ 
ing  you  not  only  for  your  work  this  morning,  but  for  your  exemplary 
leadership  throughout  your  service  on  the  Council,  not  only  on  behalf 
of  the  NCAA  but  most  particularly  on  behalf  of  Division  I-AA.  Thank 
you  very  much. 

Ms.  Viverito:  1  can’t  think  of  a  nicer  note  to  end  on.  Do  I  hear  a 
motion  to  adjourn?  Thank  you. 

[The  Division  I-AA  business  session  was  adjourned  at  9  a.m.] 
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Monday  Morning,  January  9, 1995 

The  Division  I-AAA  business  session  was  called  to  order  at  8:09 
a.m.  by  Chris  Monash,  Northeast  Conference. 

[Note:  Because  no  votes  were  taken  in  the  session,  the  following 
is  a  summary  of  the  discussion .  Only  discussion  of  a  significant 
nature  concerning  the  proposed  amendments  is  summarized .  A 
verbatim  transcript  is  on  file  in  the  Association's  national  office.] 

OPENING  REMARKS 

Mr.  Monash  welcomed  the  delegates  and  introduced  the  Division  I- 
AAA  members  of  the  Council.  After  he  referred  the  delegates  to  cor¬ 
rections  to  certain  proposals  in  the  Official  Notice,  Mr.  Monash  invit¬ 
ed  delegates  to  step  forward  with  comments  or  questions  about 
proposed  legislation. 

REVIEW  OF  PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS  ' 

A  delegate  noted  that  Proposals  23  and  25  were  reordered  to  come 
ahead  of  Proposals  22  and  24,  respectively,  and  that  the  Presidents 
Commission  voted  unanimously  in  an  earlier  meeting  that  its  inter¬ 
pretation  regarding  Proposals  23  and  25  was  inaccurate  in  that  the 
two  hours  of  allowable  skill-training  development  as  stated  in  the 
proposals  was  to  be  initiated  voluntarily  by  the  student-athlete.  A 
member  of  the  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee  stated  that  the 
committee  strongly  supported  the  proposals  with  the  stipulation  that 
any  skill-related  training  be  initiated  by  student-athletes. 

A  delegate  spoke  in  favor  of  Proposal  58  and  asked  the  group  to 
support  the  proposal. 

The  delegates  heard  comments  and  the  rationale  behind  the  Presi¬ 
dents  Commission  position  on  proposed  initial-eligibility  amend¬ 
ments  and  were  asked  to  defeat  Proposal  Nos.  32,  33  and  34,  and  to 
adopt  Proposal  35  as  amended  by  No.  35-1  as  well  as  Proposal  36  as 
amended  by  No.  36-1. 

A  straw  vote  on  Proposal  140  indicated  an  equal  number  of  dele¬ 
gates  for  and  against  the  proposal.  A  straw  vote  on  Proposal  118  in¬ 
dicated  that  a  majority  of  the  delegates  were  in  favor  of  the  proposal. 
The  group  was  told  that  the  National  Basketball  Coaches  Associa¬ 
tion  supported  Proposal  82. 

The  delegates  voted  unanimously  in  favor  of  proposing  a  resolution 
to  reconstitute  the  Oversight  Committee  on  the  NCAA  Membership 
Structure  to  more  accurately  reflect  the  diversity  of  the  Division  I 
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membership. 

Finally,  a  straw  vote  indicated  that  a  majority  of  delegates  favored 
meeting  informally  with  Division  I-AA  delegates  to  discuss  restruc¬ 
turing. 

[The  Division  I-AAA  business  session  was  adjourned  at  8:40 
a  m.J 
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Monday  Morning,  January  9, 1995 

The  Division  II  business  session  was  called  to  order  at  8  a.m.,  with 
Division  II  Vice-President  Charles  N.  Lindemenn,  Humboldt  State 
University  athletics  director,  presiding 

OPENING  REMARKS 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  On  behalf  of  the  steering  committee,  I  wish  to 
welcome  you  to  this,  our  first  Division  II  business  session.  I’d  like  to 
introduce  those  who  join  me  today  on  the  dais.  To  my  immediate 
right  is  our  compliance  officers  for  the  day— our  parliamentarian, 
Paul  Engelmann  from  Central  Missouri.  Paul  will  guide  us  through 
our  work  for  the  day. 

[Note:  Various  introductions  and  announcements  were  made 
and  voting  mstructions  were  given.] 

Our  task  today  between  now  and  1  p.m.  is  to  complete  the  Presi¬ 
dential  Agenda  Day  portion  of  the  Division  II  business  session. 

Before  we  begin  voting,  it’s  been  a  tradition  in  the  Division  II  busi¬ 
ness  session  to  review  legislation.  Members  of  the  steering  commit¬ 
tee  are  prepared  to  walk  us  through  the  legislative  proposals  that  we 
will  consider.  This  is  an  opportunity  for  you  to  ask  questions,  make 
comments,  although  not  debate,  and  to  pursue  additional  informa¬ 
tion  about  proposals.  Before  we  begin  that  process,  I  would  personal¬ 
ly  like  to  commend  you— the  members  of  Division  II  along  with  the 
members  of  this  steering  committee  and  the  Presidents  Commis¬ 
sion — for  the  work  you  have  done  in  preparing  legislation.  I  think  all 
of  us  that  have  been  involved  in  that  process  recognize  how  difficult 
it  is  to  draft  legislation  and  to  clearly  state  what  is  intended  without 
consequences  that  are  unintended.  I  think  all  of  you  recognize  that 
trying  to  provide  this  membership  with  viable  alternatives  on  diffi¬ 
cult  issues  is  not  an  easy  task.  What  I  would  ask  all  of  us  today  is  to 
function  with  that  spirit  in  mind.  Let’s  be  sure  that  we  stay  focused 
on  the  merits  of  proposals  and  not  the  personalities  of  those  present¬ 
ing.  And  with  that,  I  will  turn  to  Diane  Reinhard  to  present  the  pres¬ 
ident’s  proposals. 

REVIEW  OF  PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 

Presidents  Commission  Grouping 
Diane  L.  Reinhard  (Clarion  University  of  Pennsylvania)  The 
Presidents  Commission  has  designated  41  proposals  to  be  considered 
during  today’s  business  sessions.  We  will  consider  13  of  those  propos- 
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als  in  our  business  session.  Those  proposals  have  been  grouped  to¬ 
gether  because  the  Commission  believes  that  they  are  of  particular 
interest  to  chief  executive  officers.  Although  I  am  not  going  to  at¬ 
tempt  to  provide  you  with  all  of  the  details  of  each  proposal  at  this 
time,  it  is  important  to  note  that  these  proposals  are  directly  related 
to  the  intended  objectives  of  the  reform  movement.  In  some  in¬ 
stances,  the  proposals  will  further  the  objective  of  the  reform  move¬ 
ment  and  are  sponsored  or  supported  by  the  Commission.  Proposals 
sponsored  by  the  Commission  are  identified  in  the  Convention  Notice 
with  an  asterisk  before  the  proposal  number.  In  other  instances,  a 
proposal  may  be  contrary  to  the  goals  of  the  reform  movement  and  is 
therefore  opposed. 

1  draw  your  attention  to  that  pink  sheet  which  you  should  have  in 
front  of  you  that  gives  the  summary  of  the  Presidents  Commission’s 
position  on  various  proposals.  I  would  like  to  point  out  some  of  the 
proposals  in  the  grouping  that  may  be  of  particular  interest  to  Divi¬ 
sion  II  There  are  several  proposals  related  to  the  welfare  of  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  that  are  being  sponsored  by  the  Commission  and/or  the 
Council  at  the  recommendation  of  the  Special  Committee  to  Review 
Student-Athlete  Welfare,  Access  and  Equity.  Two  proposals  of  partic¬ 
ular  interest  would  permit  coaches  to  be  involved  in  skill-related  in¬ 
struction  with  their  student-athletes  during  the  permissible  eight 
hours  of  countable  related  activities  that  occur  outside  of  the  playing 
season  during  the  academic  year. 

Another  proposal  would  require  institutions  to  establish  a  campus¬ 
wide  student-athlete  advisory  committee.  Another  would  add  two 
student-athletes  in  an  advisory  capacity  to  several  existing  NCAA 
committees  in  an  effort  to  give  student-athletes  the  opportunity  to 
contribute  more  significantly  to  the  current  committee  process. 
There  is  also  a  revised  resolution  that  will  be  before  the  membership 
for  additional  research  on  the  effects  of  the  reform  movement  on  our 
student-athletes. 

Further,  the  Division  I  membership  will  consider  several  proposals 
related  to  initial-eligibility  standards.  Although  these  proposals  are 
being  considered  only  by  the  Division  I  membership,  the  ultimate 
outcome  of  such  proposals  in  all  likelihood  will  have  a  future  impact 
on  Division  II  standards. 

In  addition,  the  Presidents  Commission  has  asked  that  a  number 
of  other  proposals  be  put  on  this  Presidential  Agenda  Day  because  of 
the  interest  of  chief  executive  officers  in  these  areas.  There  is  a  pro¬ 
posal  to  establish  need-based  financial  aid  limitations  in  Division  II, 
which  will  be  discussed  in  more  detail  later.  There  is  a  proposal 
sponsored  by  the  Council  to  establish  “coaching  limitations”  and,  fi¬ 
nally,  there  is  a  proposal  to  consider  whether  or  not  we  should  be 
eliminating  spring-football  practice. 

Although  only  a  handful  of  proposals  in  the  grouping  relate  directly  to 
Division  IT,  these  proposals  could  have  a  significant  impact  on  our  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  m  the  operation  of  our  intercollegiate  athletics  programs. 


104 


1995  Convention  Proceedings 


I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  provide  this  overview.  I  will  note 
that  President  Judith  Ramaley  is  with  us,  the  Division  II  chair  of  the 
Presidents  Commission.  She  will  be  able  to  provide  any  clarification 
of  the  Commission's  position  during  the  deliberations.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  Janet  Kittell  will  now  review  the  cost-contain¬ 
ment  proposals. 

Cost  Containment 

Janet  R.  Kittell  (California  State  University,  Chico):  As  you  are 
aware,  one  of  the  primary  objectives  of  the  reform  movement  has 
been  to  assist  institutions  in  reducing  costs  within  their  athletics 
programs  without  diminishing  the  quality  of  competition  Consistent 
with  that  objective,  the  Division  II  Steering  Committee  of  the  Coun¬ 
cil  formed  a  subcommittee  to  examine  areas  in  which  moderate  or 
significant  cost  savings  could  be  achieved.  There  was  nearly  unani¬ 
mous  agreement  that  the  primary  areas  in  which  moderate  or  signif¬ 
icant  reductions  could  be  realized  are:  The  recruitment  of  prospects; 
the  number  of  coaching  personnel  employed  within  the  athletics  de¬ 
partment;  and  in  some  instances,  the  length  of  playing  and  practice 
seasons. 

With  that  in  mind,  the  subcommittee  developed  and  conducted  a 
survey  that  set  forth  potential  legislative  proposals  in  those  areas  in 
an  effort  to  ascertain  whether  such  proposals  would  be  supported  by 
the  Division  II  membership,  and  whether  such  p/oposals  would  re¬ 
sult  in  moderate  or  significant  cost  reductions  within  their  athletics 
programs.  I  believe  it  is  important  to  point  out  that  one  of  the  first 
questions  asked  was  whether  the  Division  II  membership  believed 
that  national  regulations  were  necessary  to  assist  institutions  in  cost 
reduction  efforts  Approximately  62  percent  of  the  Division  II  mem¬ 
bership  responded  to  the  survey,  which  the  subcommittee  believes  is 
a  fairly  representative  sample.  Ninety  percent  of  those  who  respond¬ 
ed  to  the  survey  indicated  support  for  national  legislation  to  assist 
Division  II  institutions  in  reducing  costs  within  their  programs. 

The  subcommittee  determined  that  it  would  propose  legislation 
only  if  an  item  received  support  from  more  than  60  percent  of  the  re¬ 
spondents  and  resulted  in  significant  or  moderate  cost  savings  to  at 
least  a  majority  of  the  institutions  responding  to  the  survey.  “Signifi¬ 
cant”  was  defined  as  savings  in  excess  of  $5,000,  while  moderate  sav¬ 
ings  were  determined  to  be  within  the  range  of  $1,000  to  $5,000. 
Based  on  the  responses  to  the  survey,  there  are  four  proposals  to  be 
voted  on  during  the  next  two  days  that  are  being  sponsored  by  the 
Division  II  committee  of  the  Council.  It  is  important  to  note  that 
these  proposals  simply  provide  one  alternative  as  a  means  of  reduc¬ 
ing  costs  within  your  own  programs 
The  Division  II  Steering  Committee  recognizes  that  the  level  of  ex¬ 
penditures  on  individual  campuses  may  preclude  significant  or  mod¬ 
erate  costs  savings  within  your  programs.  However,  if  the  survey  re¬ 
sults  are  accurate,  the  steering  committee  believed  it  would  have 
been  remiss  not  to  offer  such  proposals  for  your  consideration.  The 
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four  proposals  include  Proposal  44,  which  establishes  coaching  limi¬ 
tations  in  all  sports  in  Division  II.  Such  a  proposal  would  establish  a 
limit  of  eight  coaches  who  may  be  employed  in  the  sport  of  football, 
three  coaches  who  may  be  employed  with  basketball,  and  two  coach¬ 
es  who  may  be  employed  in  sports  other  than  basketball  and  football 
An  amendment  to  Proposal  44  would  permit  institutions  to  use  the 
services  of  one  additional  volunteer  coach  in  basketball  and  an  un¬ 
limited  number  of  volunteer  coaches  in  sports  other  than  football 
and  basketball.  Also,  the  effective  date  of  the  proposal  is  August  1, 
1996.  Therefore,  there  remains  ample  time  to  fine  tune  such  legisla¬ 
tion  at  the  1996  NCAA  Convention  before  its  actual  effective  date. 

Proposal  47  would  eliminate  spring-football  practice  in  Division  II. 
A  third  proposal — (98  and  98-1)  would  reduce  the  number  of  football 
contests  to  10  and  recommend  to  the  Division  II  Championships 
Committee  to  move  the  Division  II  championship  back  one  week, 
thus  shortening  the  playing  and  practice  season  in  that  sport.  Final¬ 
ly,  Proposal  No.  132  establishes  limitations  on  the  number  of  official 
visits  that  can  be  provided  in  the  sports  of  football  and  basketball. 
Such  a  proposal  is  not  intended  to  pressure  institutions  that  may  not 
approach  such  limits  to  provide  additional  visits  but  rather  is  an  at¬ 
tempt  to  establish  reasonable  limits  that  will  result  in  significant 
savings  at  many  institutions. 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  provide  you  with  some  background 
information  related  to  the  origin  of  these  proposals.  I  am  sure  that 
further  discussion  will  ensue  when  we  address  each  of  these  specific 
proposals  during  the  business  session. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  David  O’Toole  will  review  the  proposals  related 
to  academic  performance 

Academics 

David  P.  O’Toole  (Bellarmine  College):  Good  morning.  As  Presi¬ 
dent  Reinhard  mentioned  earlier,  the  Division  I  membership  will  be 
considering  several  proposals  at  this  Convention  that  relate  to  ini¬ 
tial-eligibility  requirements.  At  this  time,  none  of  these  proposals  re¬ 
late  to  Division  II  standards.  But  in  all  likelihood,  they  could  have 
some  significant  future  impact  on  Division  II  initial-eligibility  stan¬ 
dards,  thus  I  urge  you  to  pay  specific  attention  to  the  outcome  of 
these  proposals.  Having  said  that,  the  Division  II  membership  will 
consider  several  proposals  that  relate  to  academic  standards,  pri¬ 
marily  those  that  relate  to  two-year  college  transfer  regulations. 

There  are  three  proposals — 63,  64  and  65;  two  of  these  may  be 
withdrawn  that  would  impose  additional  requirements  on  two-year 
college  transfer  student-athletes  who  initially  enter  Division  II  insti¬ 
tutions  on  or  after  August  1,  1995.  I  believe  it  is  fair  to  say  that  we 
have  expressed  a  growing  concern  in  recent  years  regarding  the  low 
graduation  rates  and  the  lack  of  academic  preparedness  of  two-year 
college  transfer  student-athletes.  I  believe  that  there  is  a  general 
consensus  among  the  Division  II  membership  that  the  current  regu¬ 
lations  governing  the  academic  preparation  of  two-year  college  trans¬ 
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fer  student- athletes  should  be  strengthened.  The  Gulf  South  Confer¬ 
ence  should  be  commended  for  bringing  these  issues  before  the  Divi¬ 
sion  II  membership  by  sponsoring  these  proposals. 

However,  there  still  appears  to  be  considerable  controversy  among 
the  Division  II  membership  regarding  the  most  appropriate  legisla¬ 
tive  alternative  through  which  the  strengthening  of  the  two-year  col¬ 
lege  transfer  eligibility  requirements  should  be  accomplished.  You 
will  be  asked  to  consider  these  issues  as  you  vote  on  those  proposals 
in  today’s  and  tomorrow’s  sessions.  In  addition,  the  Division  II  Steer¬ 
ing  Committee  of  the  Council  has  put  forth  a  resolution,  number  68, 
which  has  been  reordered  to  appear  prior  to  the  previously  men¬ 
tioned  proposals.  This  resolution  directs  the  Academic  Requirements 
Committee  and  the  Two-Year  College  Relations  Committee  to  submit 
appropriate  legislation  to  be  considered  at  the  1996  Convention.  We 
request  your  support  for  such  a  resolution. 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  provide  you  with  this  brief 
overview  of  proposals  related  to  academic  standards.  I  look  forward 
to  our  discussions  of  these  proposals  during  the  business  session. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  Mr.  Johanningmeier  will  now  report  on  the  pro¬ 
posal  of  need-based  financial  aid. 

Need-Based  Financial  Aid 

Richard  A.  Johanningmeier  (Washburn  University  of  Topeka): 
During  today’s  business  session,  the  Division  II  membership  will 
consider  a  financial  aid  proposal  that  would  establish  a  need-based 
financial  aid  system  in  Division  II.  The  proposal  is  being  sponsored 
by  the  Rocky  Mountain  Athletic  Conference  and  Washburn  Universi¬ 
ty  of  Topeka,  of  which  I  am  the  director  of  athletics  The  sponsors  are 
cognizant  that  the  Committee  on  Financial  Aid  and  Amateurism  cur¬ 
rently  is  studying  the  issue  as  a  result  of  the  adoption  of  1994  Con¬ 
vention  Resolution  No.  16  and  amended  by  16-1.  That  committee 
provided  a  report  to  the  membership  in  yesterday’s  opening  business 
session  and  may  propose  legislation  for  the  1996  Convention.  Howev¬ 
er,  some  Division  II  institutions  feel  there  is  a  need  to  pursue  this 
issue  now  in  an  effort  to  provide  financial  savings  as  quickly  as  pos¬ 
sible.  Under  the  proposed  legislation,  a  student-athlete  in  specific 
sports  would  be  permitted  to  receive  financial  aid  up  to  the  cost  of  at¬ 
tendance  as  determined  by  the  Federal  need-analysis  methodology. 
The  student- athlete  would  be  limited  to  receiving  institutional  finan¬ 
cial  aid  that  would  include  athletically  related  financial  aid  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  the  cost  of  tuition  and  fees  without  demonstrating  need  or  qual¬ 
ifying  for  an  honorary  academic  award. 

Further,  in  sports  other  than  the  emerging  women’s  sports  and 
those  in  which  only  one  national  collegiate  championship  is  conduct¬ 
ed,  new  equivalency  limits  would  be  established.  A  student-athlete’s 
equivalency  value  in  those  sports  would  be  based  on  the  value  of 
countable  aid,  not  based  on  need  received  by  the  student-athlete  di¬ 
vided  by  the  value  of  tuition  and  fees  for  the  student-athlete.  The  ef¬ 
fective  date  for  such  legislation  is  August  1,  1999,  which  would  en- 
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i  sure  that  no  student-athlete  currently  attending  a  Division  II  insti- 

1  tution  or  any  senior  prospect  being  recruited  by  Division  II  institu- 

*  tions  would  be  affected  by  the  legislation. 

I  am  sure  that  we  will  discuss  this  proposal  more  in  detail  when  it 
comes  up  for  a  vote  later  in  today’s  business  session.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  We  will  go  through  the  Presidential  Agenda  and 
then  move  on  to  other  items  of  business.  We  will  take  a  break,  as 
President  Crowley  said  we  are  required  to  do,  between  10  and  10:30. 
We  then  will  continue  with  legislation  until  we  hold  the  elections  for 
new  officers  for  Division  II,  which  is  required  to  be  done  today.  We 
will  finish  the  legislation  or  whatever  remains  tomorrow  and  then 
we  will  have  a  general  forum,  as  we  have  done  in  the  past.  Forum 
topics  this  year  will  include  athletics  certification,  restructuring  and 
a  report  from  our  championships  committee.  If  we  have  time  remain¬ 
ing,  we  will  get  a  report  on  the  academic  standards  work  and  re¬ 
search  that’s  been  conducted  over  the  course  of  the  year  so  you  re¬ 
main  up-to-date  on  that.  So  that’s  what  we  hope  to  accomplish.  We 
will  set  about  our  business  now.  We  will  begin  with  Proposal  No.  14. 

PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 

Awards  and  Benefits — Student  Orientation  Expenses 

Sharon  E.  Taylor  (Lock  Haven  University  of  Pennsylvania):  I 
move  adoption  of  Proposal  14  on  behalf  of  the  Presidents  Commission. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

I  think  we  all  recognize  that  student  orientation  to  college  or  uni¬ 
versity  life  plays  a  critical  role  in  that  student’s  sense  of  well-being 
and  integration  into  the  campus  community.  Given  the  demands  on  a 
student-athlete’s  time,  particularly  with  practices  or  competition  be¬ 
ginning  at  the  fall  term,  that  introduction  becomes  doubly  impor¬ 
tant.  The  Special  Committee  to  Review  Student- Athlete  Welfare,  Ac¬ 
cess  and  Equity,  of  which  I  was  a  member,  felt  that  institutions 
should  have  the  opportunity  to  provide  on-campus  orientation  ex¬ 
penses  to  student-athletes  so  they  might  have  a  chance  to  assimilate 
more  naturally  into  the  college  environment  I’d  like  to  emphasize 
two  points  in  this  proposal.  First,  the  “expenses”  permitted  by  this 
motion  are  limited  to  on-campus  expenses  only,  meals  and  lodging, 
for  example.  Transportation  costs  are  not  a  part  of  it.  Secondly,  this 
legislation  is  permissive.  Institutions  may  choose  to  pay  all  or  a  por¬ 
tion  of  any  costs  for  any  given  student-athlete,  but  there  is  no  re¬ 
quirement  to  do  so. 

Finally,  I  would  draw  your  attention  to  an  interpretation  that  you 
have  on  that  blue  sheet  in  front  of  you.  The  Interpretations  Commit¬ 
tee  indicated  in  December  that  institutions  may  not  provide  campus 
expenses  for  a  selected  group  of  students.  For  instance,  if  an  institu¬ 
tion  was  having  an  orientation  for  students  in  a  certain  major  or  stu¬ 
dents  from  a  particular  geographical  location.  If  the  institution  was 
providing  expenses  to  all  members  of  that  group,  it  could  then  pro¬ 
vide  expenses  to  student-athletes.  That  further  reinforces  the  fact 
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r  that  the  intent  of  this  proposal  is  to  provide  expenses  on-campus  and 
(r  only  for  a  general  institutional  orientation  session  that  is  open  to  all 
<  students.  The  special  committee  urges  your  support  of  this  proposal. 

[Proposal  No.  14  (Page  A-Il)  was  defeated  by  Division  II,  99- 
f  127,  one  abstention.] 

C  James  Fallis  (University  of  Northern  Colorado):  Although  I  am 
t  not  from  the  Southland  Conference,  I  move  Proposal  14-1. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

I  would  ask  the  body  to  take  a  close  look  at  Proposal  14-1,  give 
that  serious  consideration.  We  are  talking  about  cost  reductions  and 
:*  it  seems  like  this  is  a  piece  of  legislation  that’s  talking  about  cost  in¬ 
creases  It  would  make  it  permissible  to  provide  those  costs  for  those 
;  who  are  receiving  athletics  grant-in-aid  and  not  just  anyone  who 
might  be  walking-on  on  an  athletics  program. 

?,  Sharon  E.  Taylor  (Lock  Haven  University  of  Pennsylvania):  On 
r  behalf  of  the  special  committee,  we  oppose  14-1.  Again,  this  is  a  per- 
*  missive  piece  of  legislation.  Institutions  can  make  a  decision  as  to 
J  what  degree  they  are  going  to  spend  institutional  funds  to  support 
any  students — whether  they  be  students  who  are  receiving  financial 
»  aid  or  not.  So  we  don’t  feel  that  14-1  is  necessary.  It  instead  draws  a 
distinction  between  student-athletes  receiving  aid;  that  we  somehow 
feel  that  those  individuals  are  more  important  to  be  integrated  into 
the  general  student  body  and  so  they  would  be  supported  by  on-cam¬ 
pus  orientation  expenses  when  other  student-athletes  might  miss 
that  opportunity  or  not  be  treated  in  the  same  way  For  that  reason, 
we  oppose  14-1. 

[Proposal  No.  14-1  (Page  A-12)  was  defeated  by  Division  II,  45- 

184,  one  abstention.] 

Financial  Aid — Pell  Grants 

Lynn  L.  Dorn  (North  Dakota  State  University)*  On  behalf  of  the 
NCAA  Council,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  16. 

[The  motion  was  seconded  J 

Kent  Wyatt  (Delta  State  University):  On  behalf  of  the  Presidents 
Commission,  I  move  Proposal  16-1. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  Special  Committee  to  Review  Student -Athlete  Welfare,  Access 
and  Equity  sought  to  assure  through  its  recommendations  that  the 
NCAA  rules  prevent  instances  in  which  institutions  decrease  institu¬ 
tional  financial  aid  on  the  basis  of  a  student-athlete’s  receipt  of  Pell 
Grant  funds.  For  many  years,  the  Association’s  rules  have  made  it 
clear  that  institutional  assistance  received  by  a  student-athlete  should 
be  limited  to  a  student’s  actual  educational  expenses.  This  amend¬ 
ment  sponsored  by  the  Presidents  Commission  is  consistent  with  that 
principle  in  that  it  permits  the  culmination  of  Pell  Grant  and  institu¬ 
tional  aid  up  to  the  cost  of  attendance  as  determined  by  the  institu¬ 
tion’s  regular  financial  aid  authority.  Keep  in  mind  that  this  cost  of  at¬ 
tendance  does  include  an  amount  for  incidental  expenses. 

I  want  to  be  sure  to  point  out  that  this  amendment  will  continue 
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to  permit  every  student-athlete  to  receive  his  or  her  full  Pell  Grant, 
which  is  intended  to  provide  funds  for  basic  educational  expenses. 
The  Presidents  Commission  proposal  therefore  is  consistent  with  the 
Federal  government’s  philosophy  as  well  as  the  NCAA’s  basic  ama¬ 
teur  rules  For  this  reason,  I  urge  your  support  of  Proposal  No.  16-1. 

Harold  J.  McGee  (Jacksonville  State  University):  I’d  like  to 
speak  in  support  of  the  proposed  amendment.  In  reviewing  the  prin¬ 
ciples  that  govern  the  two,  in  reviewing  the  student  welfare  theme  of 
this  Convention,  in  reviewing  the  Federal  program  guidelines  and 
audit  requirements  for  institutions,  we  will  be  best  served  by  adopt¬ 
ing  Proposal  16-1. 

Ms.  Dorn:  It’s  important  to  note  that  the  Division  II  Steering 
Committee  also  supports  16-1  as  proposed. 

[Proposal  No.  16-1  (Page  A-15)  was  adopted  by  Division  II,  197- 
29,  one  abstention.] 

Ms,  Dorn:  I’d  like  to  move  Proposal  16  as  amended  by  16-1 
[The  motion  was  seconded. 1 

This  proposal  will  allow  eligible  student-athletes  to  receive  the  en¬ 
tire  Pell  Grant  to  which  they  are  entitled  regardless  of  the  institu¬ 
tional  aid  they  are  receiving,  provided  the  receipt  of  such  aid  is  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  Federal  and  institutional  guidelines  generally. 
This  proposal  furthers  the  interest  of  student  welfare  and  we  encour¬ 
age  your  support. 

[Proposal  No.  16  (Page  A-13)  was  adopted  as  amended  by  No. 
16-1  by  Division  II,  155-67,  three  abstentions.] 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  If  you  are  not  confused  yet,  the  next  four  propos¬ 
als  ought  to  take  care  of  that  for  you.  I  am  going  to  try  to  walk  you 
through  what  has  happened  with  Proposals  23,  22,  25  and  24,  since 
that’s  the  order  we  are  going  to  take  them  in.  Two  of  these  proposals 
are  Council  sponsored,  two  of  them  are  Presidents  Commission  spon¬ 
sored.  Although  it  isn’t  clear  in  looking  at  the  intent,  there  are  differ¬ 
ences  that  I  need  to  note  for  you.  There  is  a  difference  in  intent  The 
two  Council-sponsored  proposals  do  not  require  student-athletes  to  re¬ 
quest  skill-practice  time  with  their  coaches.  Coaches  can  require  it. 
The  two  Presidents  Commission  proposals  require  that  student-ath¬ 
letes  request  the  time  with  their  coaches.  But  there  is  a  second  dis¬ 
tinction,  which  is  even  more  significant.  I  refer  you  to  the  interpreta¬ 
tion  that  has  been  given  for  the  proposals.  The  Council  proposals 
would  allow  student-athletes  to  work  in  the  same  facility  with  no  more 
than  three  athletes  at  a  station,  but  more  than  three  athletes  in  a  fa¬ 
cility  with  a  coach  at  one  time.  The  Presidents  Commission  yesterday 
indicated  that  that  was  not  the  intent  of  the  Commission  proposals. 
The  Presidents  Commission  proposals  would  allow  no  more  than  three 
athletes  to  be  present  with  a  coach  at  one  time.  No  stations  allowed, 
no  multiple  activities  allowed.  Is  that  a  clear  distinction? 

Weekly  Hour  Limitations — Skill  Instruction— Divisions  I  and  II 
Sports  Other  Than  Football 

Sharon  E.  Taylor  (Lock  Haven  University  of  Pennsylvania).  On 
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behalf  of  the  Presidents  Commission,  I  move  adoption  of  Proposal 
No.  23. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Adoption  of  Proposal  23  will  permit  coaches  in  sports  other  than 
football  to  be  involved  in  two  hours  of  skill-related  instruction  per 
week  outside  of  the  playing  season  provided  that  the  student-athlete 
requests  the  instruction.  The  two  hours  of  instruction  would  be  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  eight  hours  of  countable  athletically  related  activity 
that  may  occur  each  week  outside  the  playing  season. 

Finally,  the  skill-related  instructional  session  may  not  involve 
more  than  three  student-athletes  in  any  one  activity,  which  ensures 
that  no  practice  session  will  occur  The  opinion  of  the  special  commit¬ 
tee  is  that  it  is  in  the  student-athletes’  best  interest  to  have  appro¬ 
priate  access  to  coaches  during  the  off-season  in  order  to  improve 
their  skills.  The  special  committee  recognizes  that  requiring  the  in¬ 
struction  to  be  requested  by  student-athletes  may  be  viewed  as  a  bit 
idealistic.  However,  the  special  committee  believes  that  this  provi¬ 
sion  is  necessary  in  order  to  be  clear  about  the  circumstances  in 
which  this  activity  can  occur.  The  intent  is  to  allow  student-athletes 
to  have  more  access  to  a  coach  if  the  student-athlete  wishes  that  ac¬ 
cess  to  occur.  The  intent  is  not  to  allow  coaches  to  require  instruc¬ 
tional  sessions  for  each  student-athlete.  On  behalf  of  the  Special 
Committee  to  Review  Student-Athlete  Welfare,  Access  and  Equity,  I 
urge  your  support  of  this  proposal. 

Masa  Oreskovic  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee/Valdosta 
State  University):  I  am  speaking  on  behalf  of  the  Student-Athlete 
Advisory  Committee.  We  are  supporting  Proposal  No.  23  because  it 
benefits  the  student-athlete.  First,  by  nature  of  certain  sports,  the 
eight  hours  of  permissible  out-of-season  weight  training  and  condi¬ 
tioning  activities  are  needed,  but  skill  instructions  may  not  be.  Foot¬ 
ball  is  one  of  those  sports.  Therefore,  we  determined  it  was  appropri¬ 
ate  that  football  be  excluded  from  the  skill-instruction  elements 
being  proposed. 

Second,  the  limitation  of  this  skill-related  instruction  to  two  hours 
per  week,  which  are  included  in,  instead  of  added  to,  the  eight  hours 
that  are  already  permitted,  would  minimize  any  interference  with 
the  students’  academics.  And  third — the  most  important  aspect  of 
this  proposal — is  the  fact  that  it  is  the  student-athlete  who  requests 
instruction.  It  is  not  required  by  the  coaches. 

The  student-athletes  know  best  when  and  how  to  balance  athletics 
and  academics.  Removing  this  aspect  and  placing  it  into  the  hands  of 
the  coaches  could  interfere  with  this  balance  and  lead  to  a  decline  in 
academics.  On  behalf  of  the  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee,  I 
urge  you  to  support  this  proposal. 

Joseph  B.  Oxendine  (Pembroke  State  University):  The  reform 
movement  attempted  to  put  a  handle  on  year-round  practice.  We  did, 
however,  allow  the  possibility  of  eight  hours  of  practice  a  week.  I  op¬ 
pose  any  process  to  bring  the  coaches  into  this  system,  whether  it  is 
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coach-initiated  or  student-initiated.  I  think  too  many  situations  exist 
in  which  we  can’t  tell  who  really  initiated  that.  To  assume  that  a  stu¬ 
dent  is  going  to  say  after  the  fact  that  it  really  was  my  initiative  1 
think  is  a  bit  idealistic.  I  think  it’s  unenforceble.  1  don’t  think  we 
have  the  ability  in  most  of  our  institutions  to  enforce  precisely  this 
kind  of  a  limitation.  I  think  it’s  a  reversal  of  the  reform  movement.  I 
oppose  either  of  these  proposals  to  bring  instruction  into  this  year- 
round  practice. 

Peter  Chapman  (Wayne  State  College,  Nebraska)  I  need  an  in¬ 
terpretation  or  clarification  on  what  you  said  about  the  Presidents 
Commission  not  wanting  stations?  Is  the  definition  of  "station”  inter¬ 
preted  as  in  the  same  building,  coaches  in  the  same  area,  how  does 
that  work? 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  No  more  than  three  athletes  total  could  be  pre¬ 
sent  for  a  workout  or  skill-related  activity  with  the  coach 

Mr.  Chapman:  Okay.  What  if  you  had  adjoining  rooms  or  adjoin¬ 
ing  gyms? 

Mr.  Lindemenn;  Concevably,  you  would  have  different  coaches 
working  with  different  athletes,  but  you  could  have  no  more  than 
three  athletes  present  with  a  coach. 

Mr.  Chapman:  You  could  if  they  were  in  different  facilities  in  dif¬ 
ferent  rooms  or  in  different  spots. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  That  was  not  the  intent  of  the  Commission  pro¬ 
posal. 

Mr.  Chapman:  I  know  it’s  not  the  intent.  But  my  question,  under 
the  legislation  is  that  possible? 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  So  your  question  is  could  an  ethically  impaired 
coach  find  a  way  to  deal  with  this  amendment? 

Mr.  Chapman:  Correct.  I  know  there  aren’t  a  lot  of  those.  I  just 
wanted  to  know  if  it  is  possible  under  this  legislation  even  though 
that’s  not  the  intent. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  The  intention  of  the  Presidents  Commission,  as 
I  understand,  is  to  ask  that  the  interpretation  on  this  piece  of  legisla¬ 
tion,  if  passed,  be  changed  to  preclude  that  kind  of  activity. 

Mr.  Chapman:  So  it  would  designate  that  only  one  coach  in  one 
sport  to  be  able  to  work  with  three  kids  at  one  time? 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  At  one  point  in  time  in  one  facility.  In  a  sport 
like  football  you  might  have  multiple  coaches  at  multiple  sites  each 
working  with  three  students  in  the  same  hour. 

Mr.  Chapman:  Or  basketball  coaches  with  three  students  each  in 
different  places. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  Conceivably,  that  could  be  the  case  as  well 

Mr.  Chapman:  I  just  wondered  about  that  interpretation. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  The  intent  was  to  restrict  the  number  of  ath¬ 
letes  per  coach  to  three  for  two  hours. 

Mr.  Chapman:  But  it  doesn’t. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  I  guess.  Okay.  Now  that  that’s  clear  as  mud,  are 
you  prepared  to  vote? 
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James  Falhs  (University  of  Northern  Colorado):  Picking  up  on 
Petes  interpretation,  would  that  same  coach  be  permitted  to  work 
with  three  student-athletes  for  two  hours  and  three  other  student- 
athletes  the  next  two  hours,  then  three  other  student-athletes  the 
next  two  hours? 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Fallis:  So  our  facility  people  wouldn’t  have  any  problems  with 
that  because  the  facility  would  be  exclusively  for  that  particular 
sport  for  an  eight-hour  period  each  day? 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  Oh,  Jim,  Jim,  Jim,  Jim,  Jim,  Jim. 

Mr.  Fallis:  I  would  also  just  like  to  say  on  behalf  of  our  student- 
athlyte  advisory  committee  at  the  University  of  Northern  Colorado 
we  have  14  student-athletes.  They  oppose  this  proposal. 

Ralph  E.  Burns  (Fayetteville  State  University):  I  think  previous 
discussions  support  the  confusion  for  this  proposal.  There  is  a  lack  of 
verification  and  the  potential  for  abuse.  I  rise  to  oppose  this  propos- 

ckL 

[Proposal  No.  23  (Page  A-22)  was  defeated  by  Division  II  60- 

177,  one  abstention.] 

Weekly  Hour  Limitations— Skill  Instruction— Divisions  I  and  II 
Sports  Other  Than  Football 

J*™*  R;  Kittell  (California  State  University,  Chico):  On  behalf  of 
the  Council  and  the  NCAA  Special  Committee  to  Study  Rules  Feder¬ 
ation  by  Sport,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  22. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  adoption  of  Proposal  22  will  limit  institutional  coaching  staff 
members  m  all  Divisions  I  and  II  sports  other  than  football  to  inter¬ 
act  with  their  student-athletes  during  the  eight  hours  of  permissible 
out-of-seadon  conditioning  in  a  skill-instruction  setting. 

No  more  than  two  of  the  eight  hours  could  be  devoted  to  skill  in¬ 
struction  per  week  with  no  more  than  three  student-athletes  in- 
wilved  in  any  one  activity  at  any  time.  This  proposal  differs  from  No. 

ln  that  14  does  not  require  the  student-athlete  to  request  the  skill 
instruction.  The  special  committee  and  the  Council  believe  that  such 
j.^t,u‘rement  ma?  create  unnecessary  and  contrived  administrative 
difficulties  in  trying  to  confirm  that  the  students  have  made  such  a 
request.  It  also  is  concerned  that  the  requests  will  not  really  be  by 
free  choice  if  coaches  make  it  clear  to  the  students  that  they  are  ex¬ 
pected  to  request  such  instruction.  Also,  please  note  that  the  official 
interpretation  does  make  it  clear  that  this  legislation  permits  more 
than  one  group  of  three  student-athletes  to  receive  skill  instruction 
in  the  same  facility  at  the  same  time  as  long  as  there  is  no  interac¬ 
tion  between  the  groups  as  part  of  the  skill  instruction.  This  permits 
a  more  efficient  use  of  institutional  facilities  without  allowing  a  full 
squad  practice. 

On  behalf  of  the  Council  and  special  committee,  I.urge  your  sun- 
port  of  Proposal  22.  * 

Masa  Oreskovic  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee/Valdosta 
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State  University):  The  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee  sup¬ 
ports  Proposal  22  for  the  same  reasons  it  supported  Proposal  23. 
Thanks. 

[Proposal  No.  22  (Page  A-21)  was  defeated  by  Division  II,  41- 

188,  one  abstention.] 

Weekly  Hour  Limitations— Skill  Instruction- 
Divisions  I  and  II  Football 

Janet  R.  Kittell  (California  State  University,  Chico):  On  behalf  of 
the  Council  and  the  NCAA  Special  Committee  to  Study  Rules  Feder¬ 
ation  by  Sport,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  24. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Basically,  this  is  the  football  version  of  what  you  just  destroyed  in 
our  previous  votes.  So  if  the  rest  of  you  think  it’s  getting  hot  in  here, 
join  me  at  the  mike.  Proposal  24-B  actually  is  probably  the  impor¬ 
tant  distinction  here  and  does  limit  the  instruction  sessions  to  non- 
contact  drills  and  permits  only  limited  football  gear  and  protective 
equipment  as  specified  in  the  legislation.  I  urge  your  support. 

Richard  Kacmarynski  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee/ 
Central  College,  Iowa):  The  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee  op¬ 
poses  this  proposal.  The  athletes  who  are  coming  to  the  field  for 
spring  football  have  enough  time  to  practice  for  skill  development 
and  this  is  not  needed.  We  urge  you  to  vote  against  24. 

Peter  Chapman  (Wayne  State  College,  Nebraksa):  I  am  opposed 
to  this  legislation,  just  as  I  was  on  the  previous  one.  But  I  do  want  to 
make  a  point.  At  some  point  in  time,  we  do  need  to  make  the  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  in  Division  II  more  accessible  to  their  coaches.  Maybe 
one  at  a  time.  Maybe  some  different  aspect  of  that.  We  are  going  to 
talk  about  spring  football  later.  This  would  initiate  spring  football 
right  after  your  last  football  game  in  November. 

Lynn  L.  Dorn  (North  Dakota  State  University):  Although  I  antici¬ 
pate  the  vote,  could  we  please  be  sure  we  know  the  vote  and  the  re¬ 
sults  of  No.  22  before  voting  on  24? 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  I  have  the  results  right  here,  Lynn,  thank  you.  I 
guess  we  can  give  those  results  prior  to  voting  on  this  item.  The  re¬ 
sults  for  Proposal  22:  those  in  favor,  41;  opposed  188;  and  the  same 
individual  I  think  is  still  abstaining.  Okay,  are  you  prepared  to  vote 
on  24?  This  is  a  football  only  vote.  If  you  don't  have  a  football  pro¬ 
gram,  please  do  not  cast  a  ballot. 

[Proposal  No.  24  (Page  A-23)  was  defeated  by  Division  II,  14- 

126J 

Division  II  Coaching  Limitations— All  Sports 

Janet  R.  Kittell  (California  State  University,  Chico):  On  behalf  of 
California  State  University,  Chico,  and  seven  other  member  institu¬ 
tions,  1  move  for  the  adoption  of  Proposal  44-1,  which  the  Council 
supports. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  would  establish  coaching  limitations  in  all  sports  for 
the  first  time  in  Division  II.  It  is  consistent  with  one  of  the  primary 
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objectives  of  the  reform  movement,  which  is  to  assist  institutions  in 
reducing  the  costs  of  their  intercollegiate  athletics  programs. 

In  recent  years,  the  Division  II  Steering  Committee  has  been 
asked  to  examine  ways  in  which  institutions  can  reduce  costs,  thus  a 
subcommittee  of  the  steering  committee  created  and  forwarded  a 
cost-containment  survey  to  the  Division  II  membership  in  an  effort 
to  ascertain  areas  in  which  moderate  or  significant  savings  could  be 
achieved.  The  response  rate  to  the  survey  was  more  than  60  percent. 
More  than  70  percent  of  the  respondents  indicated  support  for  a  pro¬ 
posal  to  establish  the  coaching  limitations  set  forth  in  Proposal  44. 
Further,  more  than  40  percent  indicated  that  the  adoption  of  such  a 
proposal  would  result  in  moderate  or  significant  savings  at  their  in¬ 
stitution.  Please  note  that  this  proposal  aims  to  establish  reasonable 
limits  so  as  not  to  force  institutions  to  add  personnel  and  to  effectu¬ 
ate  cost  savings  without  inhibiting  the  quality  of  competition.  In 
essence,  the  steering  committee  is  simply  proposing  an  alternative 
for  your  consideration  that,  based  on  your  own  responses,  would  ap¬ 
pear  to  assist  most  Division  II  institutions  in  reducing  costs  within 
their  athletics  programs. 

Proposal  44  would  establish  a  limit  of  eight  coaches  who  may  be 
employed  in  the  sport  of  football— one  head  coach,  three  full-time  as¬ 
sistants  and  four  other  coaches  who  must  be  either  part-time  gradu¬ 
ate  assistants  or  volunteer  coaches.  Three  coaches  may  be  employed 
in  the  sport  of  basketball— one  head  coach,  one  full-time  assistant 
and  one  other  coach  who  must  be  either  a  part-time  graduate  assis¬ 
tant  or  volunteer  coach;  and  two  coaches  may  be  employed  in  all 
other  sports  other  than  football  or  basketball. 

It  is  also  important  to  know  that  the  effective  date  for  such  legisla¬ 
tion  is  August  1,  1996,  thus  there  is  ample  time  to  address  any  con¬ 
cerns  or  make  reasonable  modifications  at  the  1996  Convention  prior 
to  actual  implementation  of  legislation. 

One  such  proposed  modification  is  set  forth  in  Proposal  44-1, 
which  would  allow  a  Division  II  institution  to  use  the  services  of  an 
additional  volunteer  coach  in  the  sport  of  basketball  and  to  employ 
an  unlimited  number  of  volunteer  coaches  in  sports  other  than  foot¬ 
ball  and  basketball.  I  urge  you  to  consider  and  support  Proposals  44 
and  44-1. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  We  will  assume  44  and  44-1  have  both  been 
moved  so  we  will  act  on  44-1  first.  Those  who  are  interested  in 
speaking  to  44-1,  this  is  the  opportunity. 

Dave  Waples  (Kennesaw  State  College):  I  am  against  both  of 
these  proposals.  We  have  27  baseball  players  at  Kennesaw  State  and 
12  basketball  players.  If  we  are  for  student-athlete  welfare,  that 
comes  down  for  each  four  basketball  players,  we  have  a  coach  and  for 
each  13l/2  baseball  players  we  have  a  coach.  That’s  not  fair,  it’s  not' 
equitable  That’s  not  right. 

Also,  there  is  no  provision  for  graduate  assistants  in  any  other 
sports  besides  football  and  basketball.  We  talk  about  gender  equity, 


Division  II  Business  Session 


115 


what  about  sport  equity7  Thank  you. 

Keith  R.  Williams  (University  of  California,  Davis):  I’d  also  like 
to  speak  against  this  legislation  I  don’t  think  that  the  cost  contain¬ 
ment  that  would  be  achieved  by  this  would  be  substantial  and  educa¬ 
tionally  it  may  not  be  sound.  Currently,  a  lot  of  Division  II  coaches 
have  to  teach  in  addition  to  coach.  It  restricts  their  access  for  time 
for  coaching,  and  having  coaches  available  is  of  benefit  to  the  stu¬ 
dent-athletes.  The  end  result  of  this  would  be  to  restrict  access  of 
student-athletes  to  a  proper  amount  of  coaching. 

Jerry  Vandergriff  (Angelo  State  University)1  We  also  are  op¬ 
posed  to  this  proposal.  The  main  reason  is  the  cost  reduction  is  not 
there  with  us.  A  small  percentage  of  coaching  salaries  are  paid  out  of 
athletics,  per  se.  We  feel  like  this  is  an  on-campus,  individual  situa¬ 
tion  that  should  be  determined  by  our  own  administration.  Not  only 
are  you  not  going  to  get  a  significant  cost  reduction,  you  are  going  to 
get  a  problem  in  your  department  besides  the  other  responsibilities 
that  coaches  have  on  campus,  not  to  mention  the  problem  it’s  going 
to  cause  their  families.  These  people  have  been  faculty  members  for 
a  long  time  m  our  case.  We  also  believe  this  will  restrict  female  op¬ 
portunities  in  coaching. 

Anne  Goodman  James  (College  Swimming  Coaches  Association 
of  America):  We  oppose  Proposal  No.  44  because  of  concern  for  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  welfare  in  sports  other  than  football  and  basketball.  It 
would  greatly  limit  their  access  to  coaching  through  skill  instruction 
and  to  safety,  especially  in  sports  with  events  as  varied  as  track  and 
field  and  swimming  and  diving.  For  example,  it  was  mentioned  be¬ 
fore  that  basketball  would  have  three  coaches  for  12  to  15  athletes. 
In  swimming  and  diving,  we  would  have  one  coach  for  the  divers  and 
one  coach  left  for  20  to  30  swimmers.  Certainly,  limiting  those  ath¬ 
letes  as  well  as  those  in  other  sports  with  large  squads  to  skill  in¬ 
struction  is  not  equitable.  So  we  would  urge  you  to  oppose  44. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  Let’s  be  clear  on  one  thing.  We  were  dealing 
with  44-1,  the  amendment-to-amendment.  Let’s  be  clear;  that’s  what 
we’re  discussing  at  the  moment: 

G.  Jean  Cerra  (Barry  University):  I’d  like  to  speak  against  Pro¬ 
posals  44-1  and  44  I  speak  against  it  on  behalf  of  institutional  au¬ 
tonomy.  If  an  institution  wants  to  be  the  greatest  at  computer  sci¬ 
ence  and  have  35  faculty  members  and  not  be  so  great  at  math, 
that’s  their  prerogative.  I  don’t  think  it’s  in  the  purview  of  the  Asso¬ 
ciation  to  dictate  which  sports  we  should  place  our  emphasis  on.  Not 
only  that,  if  we  are  looking  at  emerging  sports  for  women— let’s  say 
crew,  for  example — and  there  are  50  or  60  female  student-athletes 
involved  in  the  crew  program,  are  you  going  to  limit  the  number  of 
coaches  to  just  one  full-time  person  and  have  a  safety  problem?  I 
think  we  need  to  give  back  to  the  institutions  that  which  is  their 
right. 

Robert  L.  Potts  (University  of  North  Alabama):  We  would  join  in 
opposing  both  proposals.  We  think  the  institutional  autonomy  argu¬ 


116 


1995  Convention  Proceedings 


ment  has  great  strength.  If  these  are  adopted,  it  would  prevent  the 
training  and  development  of  new  coaches  or  at  least  hamper  that  It 
would  close  the  door  to  hiring  more  minority  coaches.  We  also  think 
that  it  would  cause  several  institutions  to  have  to  terminate  existing 
coaches.  We  do  not  think  that  is  a  matter  that  should  be  dictated  by 
national  rules. 

Lynn  L.  Dorn  (North  Dakota  State  University):  I  would  support 
the  adoption  of  44-1  for  the  following  reasons:  The  language  in  44 
does  not  permit  volunteer  coaches  to  be  exempted  in  the  count,  so  it 
seems  to  me  that  44-1  is  permissive  legislation.  I  believe  44-1  is  per¬ 
missive  in  that  volunteers  will  not  be  counted  and  no  limitation  will 
be  placed  on  any  sports  in  Division  II  with  the  exception  of  football 
and  men’s  and  women’s  basketball  and  your  volunteer  count. 

[Proposal  No.  44-1  (Page  A-60)  was  defeated  by  Division  II,  83- 
150.] 

Ed  B.  Harris  (Missouri  Western  State  College)*  Just  in  case  any¬ 
body  is  still  thinking  of  supporting  this,  what  happened  to  rules  sim¬ 
plification?  This  is  increasing  the  size  of  the  Manual.  I  thought  we 
worked  extremely  hard  to  shrink  the  size  of  it.  This  smacks  of  Divi¬ 
sion  I  legislation.  I  don’t  think  it  is  necessary  in  Division  11.  It  does 
cut  into  institutional  autonomy.  At  Missouri  Western,  I  am  not  close 
to  many  of  these  limits,  I  use  many  part-time  coaches  in  most  sports 
My  people  teach.  Last  year  we  ran  two  basketball  programs  with 
four  coaches — two  assistants  working  on  both  sides.  They  would 
come  off  the  floor  with  the  women,  go  back  on  with  the  men.  Division 
II  is  creative.  Let’s  leave  it  that  way. 

Ms.  Kittell:  You  know,  all  kidding  aside,  we  did  at  your  direction  a 
cost-containment  survey.  You  can  vote  this  down  You  can  giggle 
about  the  skill-instruction  limitations.  The  bottom  line  is,  this  wasn’t 
meant  to  complicate  anything.  This  was  meant  to  do  what  you  asked 
us  to  do.  Ninety  percent  of  you  said  you  wanted  national  legislation. 
This  may  not  be  it,  but  we  need  to  find  a  way  to  do  this  the  right 
way 

Unidentified  Delegate:  We  rise  to  oppose  this  proposal.  This  pro¬ 
posal  is  specific  to  limitations  and  it  does  not  allow  opportunities  for 
student-athletes  who  are  fifth-year  students  and  students  who  have 
not  been  able  to  complete  their  requirements  to  get  any  experience 
as  coaches.  I  think  this  is  in  direct  conflict  with  Proposal  31.  We  rise 
to  oppose  this  proposal. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  I  have  been  asked  to  address  the  last  speaker’s 
comment.  Actually,  that  is  not  an  accurate  statement  The  number  of 
undergraduate  coaches  that  is  allowable  under  the  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion  is  unlimited  in  any  sport.  So  that  would  not  be  an  effect  of  this 
legislation. 

[Proposal  No.  44  (Page  A-53)  was  defeated  by  Division  II,  33- 
201,  one  abstention.] 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  We  have  been  informed  that  those  of  you  near 
the  back  of  the  room  are  finding  that  the  heat  is  becoming  a  bit  op- 
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pressive.  We  will  try  to  contact  hotel  management  and  have  that  cor¬ 
rected.  I  would  like  to  point  out  one  thing  before  we  proceed — those 
of  us  in  the  front  of  the  room  feel  a  little  heat  too. 

William  E.  Lide  (West  Chester  University  of  Pennsylvania):  Hav¬ 
ing  sat  in  those  chairs,  many  of  us  understand  how  hot  they  can  get 
in  regard  to  some  issues.  1  just  want  to  say  to  you  that  the  surveys 
and  all  the  time  that  you  have  put  in  is  appreciated.  I  think  Janet's 
comments  should  be  taken  to  heart.  When  you  do  national  surveys 
you  are  reacting  to  those  surveys.  I  would  like  to  personally  com¬ 
mend  you  for  the  work  that  you  have  done  on  these.  So  please  accept 
our  sincere  thanks. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  Thank  you,  I  want  you  all  to  know  on  behalf  of 
the  steering  committee  that  we  are  taking  the  comments  in  the  spirit 
in  which  they  are  offered.  We  are  not  taking  any  of  this  personally. 
Well,  I  am  not.  I  can  tell  you,  however,  that  the  cocktails  will  be  or¬ 
dered  as  soon  as  this  meeting  is  over.  You’re  buying. 

Financial  Aid— Division  II 

Raymond  N.  Kieft  (Mesa  State  College):  On  behalf  of  Mesa  State 
and  the  eight  other  members  of  the  Rocky  Mountain  Athletic  Confer¬ 
ence  and  Washburn  University  of  Topeka,  I  move  Proposal  No.  45. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Cost  containment  has  and  continues  to  be  a  major  goal  for  most 
Division  II  institutions.  The  steering  committee  has  recognized  the 
cost-containment  issue  and  is  providing  leadership  in  developing 
several  important  proposals  One  area  to  contain  costs  is  scholarship 
equivalencies.  This  area  was  identified  by  the  Division  II  member¬ 
ship  in  the  recent  survey  conducted  by  the  steering  committee. 

Sixty-eight  percent  of  the  Division  II  institutions  responding  to  the 
survey  stated  support  for  cost  containment  equivalency  via  the  con¬ 
cept  of  scholarship  equivalencies  that  limit  non-need  based  financial 
aid  tuition  and  fees  plus  academic  awards.  Recognizing  that  two- 
thirds  of  the  Division  II  membership  support  the  concept  of  tuition 
and  fee  scholarship  equivalencies,  the  Rocky  Mountain  Athletic  Con¬ 
ference  and  Washburn  University  of  Topeka  are  moving  this  legisla¬ 
tion.  I  would  add  that  full  implementation  will  not  occur  until  1999, 
leaving  sufficient  time  for  necessary  refinement  and  appropriate 
phasing. 

Edward  H.  Hammond  (Fort  Hays  State  University):  I’d  like  to 
move  that  we  refer  this  proposal  to  the  Committee  on  Financial  Aid 
and  Amateurism  with  a  request  that  the  committee  research,  review 
and  make  legislative  recommendations  within  the  deadlines  previ¬ 
ously  stipulated  for  that  committee. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  financial  aid  and  amateurism  committee  report  will  be  dis¬ 
tributed  to  the  membership  in  written  form  at  noon.  I  believe  that 
report  has  some  flawed  research  in  it  in  that  it  really  doesn't  address 
the  issue  that  has  been  proposed  by  the  Rocky  Mountain  proposal  or 
the  Washburn  proposal.  That  needs  to  be  studied.  We  need  to  review 
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the  impact  on  the  competition  in  Division  II  of  such  a  change  and  we 
,”Sv“  ch.ngl  ■ppr”l>™,e  about  this  kind  of  log- 

Therefore  we  are  recommending  that  this  be  referred  to  the  com- 
tT  ^efkS°  that  they  can  complete  the  necessary  research  come  ud 

A'61)  was  *d°pted 

Maximum  Awards— Division  II  Basketball 

.i.na."C“r|  Nit""  Kenl“kl  U"™rSi,yl  ’  "»"• 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

fJeh‘Lyear’S  C°nvention  emphasis  has  been  on  student-athlete  wel¬ 
fare,  access  and  equity.  This  proposed  legislation  addresses  these 
three  concepts.  By  providing  two  additional  schdarship  opportunT 
ties  for  both  men  and  women,  there  is  sensitivity  to  such  factors  as 

TeneS';er0nabIe  numbers  of  ^hletes  needed  to  practice  and  com¬ 
pete,  and  the  opportunity  to  enhance  racial  and  gender  equity  The 
reduction  of  scholarships  has  caused  a  dilemma ’for ^coaches  Thev 

student  athktesTh10  °Ut  W6aker  Players  for  potentially  better 
They  are  less  sensitive  to  student-athletes  who  are 

sh,nsakem,C  nSk’  especially  if  one  or  two  other  athletes  on  scholar- 

ttme  H  Sen0US  en°Ug  injUriGS  t0  restrict  p,ayinS  Practice 

Coaches  want  to  be  competitive  and  they  are  forced  to  make  busi¬ 
ness  ike  decisions  rather  than  sound  educational  choices  Increasing 
scholarships  from  10  to  12  ,s  a  positive  step  in  prol  d  ng  student 
athletes  welfare,  access  and  equity.  Put  the  student-athletes  as  the 
first  priority,  where  they  should  be.  atnietes  as  the 

Joseph  J.  McGowan  Jr.  (Bellarmine  College):  On  behalf  of  the 
S  Council.  I  urge  opposition  to  Pnopos- 

si  Ji!iSn!v0pOSalTiWOUld.  lncrease  the  maximum  number  of  grants-in- 
J  "tD,VIS10n  11  mens  and  women’s  basketball  from  10  to  12  Such 
legislation  ,s  contrary  to  one  of  the  primary  objectives  of  the  reform 
movement,  which  is  to  reduce  costs  in  intercollegiate  athletics  pro 
grams.  The  Commission  and  the  Council  are  sensitive  to  issues  such 
as  injuries,  reasonable  number  of  athletes  needed  to  practice  and 
compete  in  the  sport  of  basketball  as  well  as  issues  related  to  radal 
and  gender  equity  from  a  reduction  in  the  number  of  financiaT  aid 
grants.  However,  it  should  be  noted  that  action  not  to  support  an  in¬ 
crease  in  the  grant  limit  does  not  necessarily  deny  access  for  stn 
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sports,  specifically  the  principles  related  to  the  establishment  of  such 


Division  II  Business  Session 


119 


t 

t 

< 

s 

> 

I 

1 

\ 


i 

> 


limits.  Thus,  it  is  the  position  of  the  Commission  as  well  as  the 
Council  that  the  committee  be  allowed  to  complete  its  study  to  make 
appropriate  recommendations  to  be  voted  on  by  the  membership  at 
next  year’s  Convention.  Again,  I  urge  defeat  of  Proposal  No.  46. 

Robert  A.  DeFelice  (Bentley  College):  I  would  like  to  speak  in 
favor  of  this  motion  and  go  back  to  the  one  of  the  initial  statements 
made  in  the  beginning  of  this  session  about  cost  reduction  being 
done  without  affecting  the  quality  of  athletics  programs.  I  think  in 
men  and  women’s  basketball  we  have  now  started  touching  that  line 
of  affecting  the  quality  of  play.  For  all  of  the  reasons  that  have  been 
mentioned  earlier,  I  think  when  you  start  getting  below  the  number 
12,  as  we  are  now  getting  down  to  10,  the  quality  of  play  in  men’s 
and  women’s  basketball  has  been  affected  dramatically.  I  think  what 
has  happened  with  Division  II  is  that  we  are  still  in  part  competing 
with  some  very  modular  I-AA-type  basketball  players.  We  are  not 
going  to  be  able  able  to  compete  for  those  last  one  or  two  scholarship- 
type  of  kids  because  we  are  going  to  be  down  to  the  number  of  10. 

I  strongly  urge  that  we  don’t  take  a  step  backwards.  Without  being 
disrespectful,  I  think  we’re  hiding  behind  the  guise  of  cost  contain¬ 
ment.  It  seems  that  every  time  that  something  is  recommended  to 
get  rid  of  or  add  to,  up  comes  the  words  cost  containment.  I  think  if 
it’s  a  philosophical  statement  and  you  don’t  want  scholarships  in 
men’s  and  women’s  basketball  then  I  think  it  should  be  said.  I  think 
to  use  the  words  cost  containment  to  reduce  this  number  or  not  add 
on  to  12  is  a  mistake. 

P.  LaVerne  Sweat  (Norfolk  State  University):  I  rise  in  support  of 
Proposal  No.  46.  We  at  Division  II  have  stated  in  our  principles  of 
membership  that  we  believe  in  maximum  participation,  yet  we  deny 
participation.  Division  II,  along  with  the  total  Convention,  is  con¬ 
cerned  about  student-athlete  welfare.  We  are  also  concerned  about 
cost  containment.  However,  for  the  reasons  listed  in  the  rationale  in 
men’s  and  women’s  basketball,  a  sport  that  has  participation  by  a 
number  of  high-school  students,  we  have  limited  access  to  those  stu¬ 
dent-athletes.  The  reduction  did  not  take  into  consideration  injuries, 
as  one  of  the  speakers  mentioned.  Numbers  to  practice  have  been  re¬ 
duced  due  to  illnesses  and  injuries. 

Opposition  to  this  proposal  speaks  to  the  equivalency  issues  m  Di¬ 
vision  II.  We  at  Division  II  also  encourage  walk-ons,  but  you  have  to 
be  realistic  in  that  when  we  encourage  a  walk-on,  and  that  walk-on 
makes  a  great  impact  on  our  program,  they  are  looking  for  athletics 
assistance.  Even  though  we  have  an  equivalency  in  Division  II,  once 
we  give  that  walk-on  one  dime  of  athletics  aid,  all  of  the  other  aid 
that  they  get  impacts  that.  So  now  we  are  looking  at  our  equivalency 
values  and  we  are  limiting  our  numbers  of  participation.  So  I  urge 
the  Convention  to  support  Proposal  46. 

James  Fallis  (University  of  Northern  Colorado):  With  ail  due  re¬ 
spect  to  the  membership  that’s  supporting  this,  I  would  urge  that  if 
you  are  talking  about  access  and  equity,  that  you  stop  and  take  a 
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look  at  those  other  sports  where  you  are  not  fully  funding  the  grant- 
in-aids  right  now;  that  you  take  the  two  that  you  have  available  to 
give  to  the  men’s  program  and  the  two  that  you  have  available  to 
give  to  the  women’s  program.  Take  those  four  and  put  them  into  the 
women’s  programs  that  are  not  up  to  the  full  allocation  at  the  pre¬ 
sent  time. 

Betty  Jaynes  (Women’s  Basketball  Coaches  Association):  Repre¬ 
senting  the  coaches  in  women’s  basketball  in  Division  II,  I  rise  in 
support  of  this  proposition.  The  difficulty  that  women’s  basketball 
has  in  competition  and  practice  due  to  the  injury  rate  would  be  sig¬ 
nificantly  relieved  with  the  passage  of  Proposal  46.  The  addition  of 
two  scholarships  would  increase  the  quality  of  play  and  relieve  the 
hardship  in  women’s  basketball  due  to  the  injury  rate.  On  behalf  of 
the  Division  II  coaches  of  women’s  basketball,  I  urge  your  support. 

Janet  R.  Kittell  (California  State  University,  Chico).  Again,  on 
behalf  of  the  Council  and  the  Presidents  Commission,  I  urge  you  to 
oppose  Proposal  46.  It  is  the  position  of  Council  and  the  Commission 
that  the  committee  be  allowed  to  complete  its  study  and  make  appro¬ 
priate  recommendations  to  be  voted  on  by  the  membership  at  next 
year’s  Convention.  In  light  of  the  vote  on  45,  I  think  it’s  appropriate 
that  that  committee  be  allowed  to  consider  all  of  the  financial  aid  is¬ 
sues  at  one  time. 

Rodney  C.  Kelchner  (Mansfield  University*  of  Pennsylvania):  I 
speak  in  opposition  to  this  proposal  for  three  reasons.  Number  one,  it 
is  cost  containment  no  matter  how  you  look  at  it.  It  will  save  the  in¬ 
stitutions  money  Number  two,  it  does  not  eliminate  participation. 
Number  three,  I  believe  that  10  equivalencies  provide  ample  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  a  number  of  people  and  ample  resources  to  provide  a  sound 
program.  I  urge  your  defeat  of  this  proposal. 

Mr,  Hammond:  The  motion  was  moved  as  a  package,  was  there  a 
call  to  divide7 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  It’s  the  chair’s  prerogative  to  divide.  It  will  be 
voted  on  separately.  We’re  prepared  to  vote. 

[Part  A  of  Proposal  No.  46  (Page  A-64)  was  defeated  by  Division 

II,  31-198,  one  abstention.] 

Spring  Football  Practice— Division  II 
Richard  A.  Johanningmeier  (Washburn  University  of  Topeka): 
On  behalf  of  the  Division  II  Steering  Committee  of  the  Council,  I 
move  for  adoption  of  Proposal  47. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Proposal  47  would  eliminate  spring  football  practice  in  Division  II. 
The  proposed  elimination  of  spring  football  practice  is  consistent 
with  one  of  the  primary  objectives  of  the  reform  movement,  which  is 
to  reduce  the  cost  of  operating  intercollegiate  athletics  programs.  As 
was  mentioned  earlier  today  in  response  to  a  cost-containment  sur¬ 
vey  conducted  by  a  subcommittee  of  the  Division  II  Steering  Com¬ 
mittee,  a  majority  of  Division  II  institutions  that  sponsor  football 
programs  indicated  support  for  such  a  proposal  and  further  indicated 


Division  II  Business  Session 


121 


that  its  adoption  would  result  in  moderate  or  significant  savings  at 
their  institutions. 

It  is  also  worthy  to  note  that  in  a  study  conducted  by  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Competitive  Safeguards  and  Medical  Aspects  of  Sports,  the 
data  indicated  that  the  average  injury  rate  for  spring  football  prac¬ 
tice  over  the  last  six  years  has  more  than  doubled  that  for  fall  prac¬ 
tice.  Thus,  it  would  appear  that  the  proposed  legislation  also  is  in  the 
best  interests  of  the  safety  of  the  student-athletes. 

Finally,  the  elimination  of  spring  practice  furthers  another  goal  of 
the  reform  movement,  which  is  to  reduce  the  amount  of  time  that 
student-athletes  are  required  to  be  involved  m  athletically  related 
activities  and  allow  them  to  enjoy  a  more  complete  collegiate  experi¬ 
ence.  I  urge  you  to  support  Proposal  No.  47.  Thank  you. 

Jerry  Vandergriff  (Angelo  State  University):  In  my  tenure  as 
athletics  director,  we  have  visited  this  issue  several  times.  During 
that  time,  there  has  not  been  significant  enough  cost  reductions  in 
the  NCAA  Division  II  body's  mind  to  affect  this  significantly.  Many  of 
us  have  to  open  up  against  I-AA  programs  and  many  in  this  room 
can  sympathize  with  competing  against  a  lot  more  scholarships.  I 
have  lived  through  this.  I  have  lived  through  the  noncontact  situa¬ 
tion.  None  of  those  have  worked  out  and  we  have  gone  back  to  spring 
practice. 

I  would  also  maintain  that  football  players  have  as  much  right  to 
be  trained  fundamentally  as  any  other  athlete  in  Division  II.  The  in¬ 
jury  problem  is  attributable  to  the  person  running  the  show,  and 
that  is  an  institutional  responsibility.  Thank  you. 

Douglas  T.  Porter  (Fort  Valley  State  College):  Division  II  football 
coaches  oppose  this  very  strongly.  Everyone  I  have  talked  to  has  said 
they  would  like  to  keep  spring  football  practice.  Unfortunately,  the 
meeting  coincided,  so  they  can’t  be  here  to  speak.  But  on  behalf  of 
the  football  coaches  at  the  meeting  in  Dallas  and  on  a  survey  we  did 
with  them,  they  do  want  to  keep  spring  football  practice. 

Frank  Cignetti  (Indiana  University  of  Pennsylvania):  I  have  five 
points  that  I  would  like  to  make.  Number  one,  reduction  in  spring 
practice  is  not  cost  containment.  Number  two,  in  Division  II,  we  have 
developmental  football  programs.  The  majority  of  our  student-ath¬ 
letes  are  athletes  who  walk-on  to  our  programs.  Their  chance  of 
making  a  football  team  as  either  a  starter  or  on  your  special  teams 
or  making  your  travel  squad  or  earning  financial  aid  comes  in  spring 
practice  when  coaches  have  time  to  work  with  them,  develop  them, 
teach  the  fundamentals  and  techniques  they  need  to  be  football  play¬ 
ers.  Number  three,  from  the  injury  aspect,  football  is  a  contact  sport 
Coaches  are  going  to  work  in  the  spring  to  teach  fundamentals, 
blocking  and  tackling.  Get  it  done  in  the  spring  or  you  are  going  to 
force  them  to  do  it  in  the  fall  when  they  come  to  camp.  If  you  are 
teaching  your  fundamentals  in  the  camp  and  you  have  got  to  make 
squad  selections  and  try  to  evaluate  your  players  in  terms  of  who  can 
play  while  you  try  to  compete  and  win  games  on  Saturday,  you  are 


122 


1995  Convention  Proceedings 


going  to  coach  about  25  or  30  players  and  the  other  70  or  80  players 
you  have  out  on  the  field  are  going  to  be  used  as  scout  squad  mem¬ 
bers.  So  from  the  standpoint  of  the  welfare  of  the  football  players 
and  student-athlete,  I  see  where  it  is  very,  very  disadvantageous  for 
a  football  player  to  take  spring  practice  away.  Also,  we  in  the  East 
are  very  familiar  with  the  Ivy  League  and  Colonial  League,  and  their 
outstanding  academic  institutions.  Those  of  you  who  are  familiar 
with  the  Ivy  League  can  see  the  quality  of  their  product  has  really 
diminished  with  the  drop  of  spring  practice.  The  Colonial  League 
and  the  Ivy  League  are  not  instituting  spring  practice  for  the  rea¬ 
sons  we  are  mentioning  here. 

From  the  time  standpoint,  my  experience  as  a  coach  is  that  foot¬ 
ball  players  perform  better  academically — we  do  a  better  job  of  man¬ 
aging  them  both  socially  and  academically —  when  we  have  control. 
We  have  control  when  we  have  them  in  spring  practice.  So  for  those 
reasons,  I  would  hope  that  this  body  would  vote  down  this  legisla¬ 
tion. 

Robert  Entzion  (North  Dakota  State  University):  I  oppose  elimi¬ 
nation  of  spring  practice.  In  previous  years,  we  have  limited  a  num¬ 
ber  of  spring  practices.  As  a  former  football  coach  and  a  current  ad¬ 
ministrator,  I  speak  out  of  concern  for  all  of  our  student-athletes  as 
well  as  cost  containment.  Our  student-athlete  council  at  North  Dako¬ 
ta  State  University  is  very  much  m  favor  of  spring  football  for  our 
student-athletes.  They  believe  it’s  very  integral  in  their  skill  develop¬ 
ment  and  evaluation  from  their  coaches.  I  think  we  are  putting  a  lot 
more  pressure  on  our  coaches  with  our  cutback  on  our  scholarships 
and  the  limited  scholarship  dollars.  I  think  the  evaluation  process  is 
very  integral  for  them.  We  talk  about  cost  containment,  a  lot  of  our 
universities  in  Division  II  are  playing  the  second  week  of  the  year  to 
save  money  by  coming  in  early  If  we  eliminate  spring  ball,  our 
coaches  will  not  come  m  earlier  for  that  beginning  week.  If  they  are 
not  there,  we  are  not  paying  extra  for  their  room  and  boards. 

Lastly,  there  is  a  statement  about  this  being  consistent  with  the 
reform  movement.  If  we  are  going  to  be  consistent  with  the  reform 
movement,  then  I  think  we  should  look  at  all  nontraditional  sports 
and  seasons  instead  of  just  I-A  football. 

Gail  J.  Fults  (Humboldt  State  University):  I  rise  to  speak  against 
this  proposal.  Not  to  be  redundant,  but  to  continue  the  conversation 
with  respect  to  the  argument  of  injury  and  cost,  those  are  institu¬ 
tional  autonomy  issues  that  can  be  addressed  best  perhaps  by  the  in¬ 
stitution  themselves  on  how  they  conduct  their  practice.  With  re¬ 
spect  to  student  time,  it’s  a  basic  trade-off  decision.  We  have  a 
student  group  that  is  perhaps  one  of  your  highest  at-risk  student 
groups  with  respect  to  academic  progress.  As  a  faculty  athletics  rep¬ 
resentative,  it  gives  me  a  chance  to  be  more  intrusive  in  their  aca¬ 
demic  satisfactory  progress  and  performance.  It’s  the  one  time  that  I 
can  work  with  the  coaching  staff;  to  bring  them  together  to  be  sure 
that  they  are  meeting  their  eligibility  requirements.  That’s  an  oppor- 
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tunity  that  would  not  be  afforded  to  me  as  easily  if  they  are  not  going 
to  be  together  as  a  team  to  work.  So  with  respect  to  their  academic 
progress,  I  would  ask  you  to  vote  against  this  proposal. 

Herb  Reinhard  (Valdosta  State  University):  We  took  a  good  hard 
look  at  this.  We  feel  that  if  spring  practice  is  cut  out,  it  will  probably 
cost  us  in  the  neighborhood  of  $10,000  because  we  will  bring  addi¬ 
tional  players  to  camp  and  they  will  come  in  earlier. 

[Proposal  No.  47  (Page  A-66)  was  defeated  by  Division  II,  42-95, 
three  abstentions.] 

20-Year-Old  Rule — Division  II 

Jerry  Vandergriff  (Angelo  State  University):  I  move  Proposal 
No.  62. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

At  a  May  28,  1994,  meeting,  the  NCAA  Division  II  Track  Coaches 
Association  in  Raleigh,  North  Carolina,  voted  by  a  margin  of  66  to 
four  to  recommended  that  Division  II  adopt  the  “20-year-old  rule” 
currently  in  effect  for  cross  country,  indoor  track  and  outdoor  track. 
This  recommendation  is  intended  to  curtail  the  increasing  number  of 
more  experienced  athletes  receiving  scholarships  and  competing  at 
the  Division  II  level. 

Many  of  these  more  experienced  athletes  claim  residence  outside 
the  United  States  and  have  extensive  opportunities  for  competition 
independent  of  our  higher  education  structure.  This  exposure  and 
the  additional  years  of  physical  development  often  secure  for  them  a 
significant  competitive  advantage  over  younger,  less-experienced 
athletes.  This  proposal  will  encourage  institutions  to  seek  and  devel¬ 
op  outstanding  high-school  student-athletes  and  promote  more  equi¬ 
table  competition  among  Division  II  members. 

Unidentified  Delegate:  Most  of  our  universities  are  seeing  a 
change  in  our  traditional  student.  The  traditional  college  student 
now  is  getting  older.  Not  only  foreign  athletes,  but  American  ath¬ 
letes.  I  think  you  might  be  in  a  position  of  discriminating  against  an 
athlete  who  may  have  been  in  the  Army  or  on  an  Army  tour.  He 
should  have  the  same  rights  to  participate. 

Wallace  Jackson  (Southern  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conference): 
I  had  the  opportunity  to  attend  the  meeting  at  Raleigh,  as  I  have 
most  others  in  the  past.  I  want  to  tell  you  the  real  issue  in  this  case 
is  not  unfair  competition.  The  real  issue  is  whether  people  outside 
the  United  States  have  the  same  alienable  rights  that  you  have  in¬ 
side  the  United  States.  This  is  aimed  at  any  coach  who  is  winning.  It 
is  incumbent  upon  us  to  make  sure  that  we  understand  this  clearly 
and  let  your  conscience  be  your  guide. 

Ralph  Barkey  (Sonoma  State  University):  Does  this  apply  to  any 
individual  who  may  not. have  attended  college  until  age  23,  24,  25, 
regardless  of  military,  employment  opportunities  or  whatever? 
Would  this  apply,  if  I  understand  Division  I  right,  once  they  hit  24, 
that's  four  years  of  eligibility.  Is  that  correct?  A  year  of  eligibility  for 
each  year  past  age  20? 
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Mr.  Lindemenn:  Ralph,  it's  my  understanding  that  it  has  to  do 
with  the  number  of  years  in  which  an  individual  has  been  involved 
in  competitive  activity,  So  age  isn’t  the  criteria  as  much  as  the  num¬ 
ber  of  years  after  the  age  of  20  that  the  student  has  been  engaged  in 
organized  activity 

Mr.  Barkey:  If  they  had  not  been  engaged  in  any  organized  activi¬ 
ty,  they  would  still  have  four  years  theoretically  of  eligibility  remain¬ 
ing? 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  That’s  correct. 

Mr.  Barkey:  Organized  activity,  however,  does  apply  to  city  league 
basketball,  Sunday  soccer  leagues? 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  This  applies  only  to  track  and  field. 

Mr.  Barkey:  Oh,  excuse  me,  I’m  sorry.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  Ralph,  one  other  thing  to  note.  The  proposal  also 
exempts  U.S.  armed  forces  activity.  So  even  being  involved  in  com¬ 
petitive  activity  in  the  armed  forces  would  be  exempt. 

P.  LaVeme  Sweat  (Norfolk  State  University):  I  also  attended  the 
outdoor  track  championship  in  Raleigh,  North  Carolina.  The  vote  indi¬ 
cated  in  the  rationale  is  somewhat  misleading  in  terms  of  those  coach¬ 
es  present.  Coaches  present  at  the  outdoor  championship  were  coaches 
of  outdoor  track.  There  were  a  number  of  coaches  of  indoor  track  and 
field  who  did  not  attend.  Also,  cross  country  coaches  were  not  avail¬ 
able  to  impact  this  vote.  So  I  would  like  for  us  to  oppose  this  proposal. 
[Proposal  No.  62  (Page  A-85)  was  adopted  by  Division  II,  112- 
108,  seven  abstentions.] 

Resolution:  Two-Year  College  Transfer  Eligibility— Division  II 

Richard  A.  Johanningmeier  (Washburn  University  of  Topeka): 
On  behalf  of  the  Division  II  Steering  Committee  and  the  Council,  I 
move  for  the  adoption  of  Proposal  68. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  is  a  resolution  that  mandates  the  Academic  Require¬ 
ments  Committee  and  Two-Year  College  Relations  Committee  to  re¬ 
view  the  legislation  governing  the  transfer  eligibility  of  two-year  col¬ 
lege  student-athletes  in  Division  II  and  to  submit  appropriate 
legislation  to  the  Council  and  Presidents  Commission  for  considera¬ 
tion  by  the  Division  II  membership  at  the  1996  Convention.  The 
steering  committee  is  very  supportive  of  the  development  of  legisla¬ 
tion  to  strengthen  the  current  two-year  college  transfer  eligibility 
regulations.  The  steering  committee  believes  that  the  advice  of  the 
Academic  Requirements  Committee  and  Two-Year  College  Relations 
Committee  would  be  very  valuable  resources  in  resolving  these  is¬ 
sues.  This  resolution  will  direct  those  groups  to  review  legislation 
governing  the  transfer  eligibility  of  two-year  college  student-athletes 
and  mandate  that  appropriate  proposals  be  submitted  through  the 
Council  and  the  Presidents  Commission  for  consideration  by  the  Di¬ 
vision  II  membership  at  the  1996  Convention. 

The  lack  of  academic  preparedness  of  two-year  college  student-ath¬ 
letes  and  the  graduation  rates  for  such  student- athletes  are  of  great 
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‘j  concern  to  many  of  us.  This  resolution  will  ensure  that  the  appropri- 

j  ate  committees  review  this  issue  and  that  legislation  will  be  placed 

before  the  membership  for  vote  at  the  1996  Convention.  I  urge  your 
support  of  Proposal  No.  68. 

Harold  J.  McGee  (Jacksonville  State  University):  I  am  the  Divi¬ 
sion  II  representative  to  the  Two-Year  College  Relations  Committee. 
That  committee,  in  cooperation  with  the  Academic  Requirements 
Committee  and  the  NCAA  staff,  have  been  conducting  intensive  re¬ 
search  on  this  area  to  bring  forth  comprehensive  legislation  to  you. 
We  commend  the  Gulf  South  for  the  proposal.  We  prefer,  though,  to 
have  an  opportunity  to  bring  forth  a  total  package.  Well  be  better 
served  by  that  process. 

Betty  Turner  Asher  (University  of  South  Dakota):  The  Presi¬ 
dents  Commission  also  supports  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  for  the 
l  reasons  given  by  the  Council.  The  advice  and  study  of  the  Academic 

?  Requirements  and  Two-Year  College  Relations  Committees  in  prepa¬ 

ration  for  the  1996  Convention  we  believe  will  be  in  the  best  long¬ 
term  interests  of  student-athletes.  On  behalf  of  the  Presidents  Com¬ 
mission,  1  encourage  your  support. 

[Proposal  No.  68  (Page  A-92)  was  adopted  by  Division  IT.] 
Two-Year  College  Transfers — Partial  Qualifier  or 
Nonqualifier— Division  IJ 

Robert  L.  Potts  (University  of  North  Alabama):  On  behalf  of  the 
Gulf  South  Conference,  I  would  like  to  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal 
No.  65. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  intent  of  this  resolution  is  to  specify  that  a  two-year  college 
transfer  student  who  is  not  a  qualifier  and  who  has  not  graduated 
from  a  two-year  school  should  not  use  more  than  one  physical  educa¬ 
tion  activity  course  per  term  to  satisfy  the  two-year  college  transfer 
requirements.  We  all  recognize  the  need  to  enhance  the  matricula¬ 
tion  rates  of  junior  college  transfers.  One  important  step  is  to  be  sure 
that  they  have  solid  college  prep  courses.  We  feel  this  resolution  will 
support  that  concept  and  allow  one  of  those  courses  per  term  for  the 
two-year  student.  We  urge  its  adoption. 

Joseph  T.  Donahue  (California  State  University,  Stanislaus):  It’s 
probably  not  politically  wise  to  go  on  record  against  stricter  academic 
standards.  I  am  going  to  do  it  anyway.  Make  no  mistake,  all  of  us 
support  better  standards  for  junior  college  transfers  as  evidenced  by 
our  recent  vote  to  form  a  committee  to  study  these  standards  and 
come  back  with  proposals  for  next  year’s  Convention.  It  appears  that 
this  proposal  would  attempt  to  do  this  in  a  piecemeal  fashion.  Per¬ 
haps  we  should  refer  that  to  this  committee  as  we  did  earlier  this 
morning  with  the  tuition-only  concept.  If  not,  we  should  defeat  this 
for  two  reasons.  First  of  all,  the  effective  date  is  August  1,  1995.  The 
Academic  Requirements  Committee  recommends  delaying  this  im¬ 
plementation.  Because  if  this  were  to  pass  today,  current  junior  col¬ 
lege  students  who  are  enrolled  now  would  have  no  recourse  to  estab- 
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lish  their  eligibility  next  year. 

In  effect,  for  those  student-athletes,  we  are  changing  the  rules  of 
the  game  in  the  middle  of  the  game.  This  would  be  like  the  NFL  say¬ 
ing  today  that  touchdown  passes  in  the  last  minute  of  the  game  are 
not  allowed,  which  would  thrill  Miami  fans,  but  would  not  be  too 
kindly  taken  by  the  San  Diego  fans.  We  are  changing  the  rules  in  the 
middle  of  the  game  for  these  kids  who  are  junior  college  students.  A 
better  effective  date  would  be  1997. 

Secondly,  we  just  passed  No.  68,  which  directs  the  Academic  Re¬ 
quirements  Committee  and  the  Two-Year  College  Relations  Commit¬ 
tee  to  submit  “appropriate  legislation”  at  next  year’s  Convention. 
Lets  float  this  and  let  these  committee  people  do  their  job  and  come 
back  next  year  and  do  it  right  instead  of  by  this  piecemeal  fashion.  If 
I  can’t  get  a  second  on  referral,  I  move  to  defeat  this. 

[The  motion  to  refer  was  seconded.] 

[Proposal  No.  65  (Page  A-89)  was  referred  to  the  Two-Year  Col¬ 
lege  Relations  Committee  by  Division  II.] 

Two-Year  College  Transfer-Degree  Requirement 

Milton  L.  Bradley  (Delta  State  University):  On  behalf  of  the 
Council,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  67. 

IThe  motion  was  seconded.] 

Under  NCAA  transfer  regulations,  when  a  junior  college  student 
transfers  to  a  Division  II  institution  with  a  degree,  that  degree  must 
be  an  associate  or  equivalent  degree  in  an  academic  curriculum 
rather  than  a  technical  or  vocational  curriculum.  On  occasion,  it  is 
not  clear  whether  the  degree  that  a  student  has  earned  is  truly  aca¬ 
demic  in  nature.  This  problem  has  grown  in  recent  years,  as  two- 
year  colleges  have  diversified  and  expanded  the  number  of  vocation¬ 
al  and  technical  degree  programs  that  they  offer. 

In  some  cases,  many  institutions  within  the  Association  have 
treated  this  same  degree  differently.  At  the  present  time,  no  NCAA 
committee  has  clear-cut  authority  to  help  establish  the  acceptability 
of  such  degrees.  The  Academic  Requirements  Committee,  the  Two- 
Year  College  Relations  Committee  and  the  Administrative  Review 
Panel  all  have  at  one  time  or  another  wrestled  with  these  degree  pro¬ 
grams.  The  Council  believes  the  Academic  Requirements  Committee 
has  the  technical  expertise  to  make  the  appropriate  ruling  regarding 
these  degrees.  This  proposal  would  bless  that  committee  with  such 
authority  Of  course,  the  committee  will  consult  with  the  Two-Year 
College  Relations  Committee  as  necessary  to  resolve  these  cases.  I 
urge  you  to  adopt  Proposal  67. 

[Proposal  67  (Page  A-92)  was  adopted  by  Division  II.] 

Ralph  Barkey  (Sonoma  State  University):  I  need  to  understand 
what  this  last  thing  that  you  just  passed  means.  Does  every  junior 
college  transfer  have  to  submit  records  to  the  Academic  Require¬ 
ments  Committee9  What  does  this  mean  now?  Are  we  are  going  to  tell 
Humboldt  State  that  the  JC  transfer  did  not  get  a  degree  that  is  aca¬ 
demic  despite  what  your  admissions  people  say?  What  does  it  mean9 
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Mr.  Lindemenn:  Ralph,  it’s  my  understanding  that  if  a  question 
is  raised  about  whether  a  particular  program  at  a  particular  junior 
college  or  community  college  is  academic  or  vocational,  that  one  com¬ 
mittee  would  be  charged  with  resolving  that  issue.  But,  no,  it  would 
not  require  some  kind  of  clearinghouse  operation  to  determine 
whether  or  not  programs  are  academic  in  nature. 

Mr.  Barkey:  Is  it  only  in  respect  to  the  AA  degree  or  the  associate 
arts  degree  or  any  two-year  transfer  that’s  challenged? 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  No,  I  believe  it  only  has  to  do  with  the  AA  de¬ 
gree,  the  applicability  of  that  degree  as  academic  as  required  for 
NCAA  rules. 

Mr.  Barkey:  It  would  only  be  presented  to  this  committee  if  one 
institution  complained  that  student  A  that’s  going  to  institution  B 
did  not  really  have  an  academic  AA  degree,  that’s  when  it  would  be 
submitted  to  committee? 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  Apparently,  Ralph,  it  can  rise  from  any  number 
of  sources  I  suppose  that  would  be  one. 

Mr.  Barkey:  Well,  we  now  have  legislation  coming  out  of  our  ears 
on  two-year  transfers,  24  units,  2.0,  etc.,  transferable  units,  etc.  Is 
this  designed  to  tell  institutions  that  some  of  those  units  that  you 
transferred  are  not  acceptable  based  on  this  amendment  that  we  just 
passed? 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  No,  no,  no.  I  think  Harold  can  respond  to  your 
inquiry. 

Mr.  Barkey:  Yeah,  I  still  don’t  understand  it. 

Harold  J.  McGee  (Jacksonville  State  University).  We  have  had 
coming  into  the  NCAA  requests  from  institutions  for  clarification  of 
a  transfers  degree.  We  have  not  had  the  technical  expertise  to  make 
an  appropriate  ruling  in  this  area.  We  just  felt  from  a  technical 
standpoint  that  it  was  better  to  assign  this  to  one  committee  to  make 
these  decisions  for  the  membership.  This  is  what  this  is  all  about — to 
place  the  authority  to  review  degree  programs  with  one  committee 
rather  than  having  a  shot  gun  approach  across  the  entire  Associa¬ 
tion.  It’s  supported  by  the  Two-Year  College  Relations  Committee, 
the  Academic  Requirements  Committee  and  the  Council.  It’s  being 
brought  here  to  assign  it  a  spot.  It’s  not  an  elaborate  setup  of  any 
kind.  It’s  just  a  way  of  delegating  responsibility. 

M.  James  Bensen  (Bemidji  State  University):  I  am  concerned 
about  how  the  terms  "vocational”  or  "technical”  are  interpreted.  We 
do  have  a  lot  of  community  colleges  with  associate  and  science  pro¬ 
grams  that  are  technical  in  nature.  There  are  transfer  programs  for 
engineering,  accounting,  nursing  and  a  lot  of  programs  across  the 
United  States.  I  believe  we  have  a  little  bit  of  a  terminology  problem. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  I  have  let  us  operate  in  a  manner  that  is  out  of 
order  long  enough.  This  has  passed.  If  someone  wishes  to  have  it  re¬ 
considered,  that  would  be  the  appropriate  avenue  for  further  discus¬ 
sion  of  this  item.  But  it  needs  to  be  someone  who  voted  on  the  pre¬ 
vailing  side 
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From  the  Floor:  I  voted  on  the  prevailing  side.  Excuse  me,  I  did 
not.  Somebody  help  me  out. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  The  last  speaker  had  a  similar  circumstance.  I 
suspect  you  need  to  find  someone.  In  the  meantime,  microphone 
number  three. 

Eligibility— Four- Year  College  Transfer 

Richard  A.  Johanningmeier  (Washburn  University  of  Topeka): 
On  behalf  of  the  NCAA  Council,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No. 
69. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.! 

As  stated  in  the  rationale  statement,  concern  has  been  expressed 
regarding  student-athletes  transferring  from  one  four-year  institu¬ 
tion  to  another  during  the  traditional  season  and  being  immediately 
eligible  to  compete  at  midyear  provided,  of  course,  that  the  student- 
athlete  has  met  a  transfer-waiver  or  exception.  This  proposal  would 
eliminate  the  opportunity  for  this  to  occur.  I  urge  your  support. 

I  might  add  from  a  clarification  standpoint,  this  would  preclude  an 
individual  from  playing  on  two  football  teams  from  two  different  in¬ 
stitutions  or  on  a  volleyball  team  from  two  institutions  in  the  same 
year. 

Terry  Wanless  (University  of  North  Dakota)-  How  does  this  affect 
a  kid  in  a  spring  sport? 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  It  affects  the  traditional  segment  only. 

Mr.  Wanless:  For  example,  if  a  student-athlete  transferred  in  the 
spring  semester  from  school  A  to  school  B  in  baseball,  could  he  be  eli¬ 
gible  in  baseball? 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  The  answer  is  "yes.” 

Mr.  Wanless:  Okay.  But  sports  like  basketball,  wrestling,  swim¬ 
ming,  cross-over  sports,  that’s  really  what  we  are  addressing,  is  it 
not?  But  what  about  a  sport  like  wrestling?  What  about  indoor 
track?  How  does  that  come  into  the  mix? 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  It  relates  solely  to  the  traditional  segment  of  the 
season. 

Mr,  Wanless:  Okay. 

Joseph  T.  Donahue  (California  State  University,  Stanislaus):  I’d 
like  to  clarify  "traditional  season”  because  it  has  come  up.  Let’s  take 
the  sport  of  baseball.  A  student-athlete  plays  at  institution  A  in  the 
fall  that  has  a  fall  season  as  part  of  their  22-week  traditional  season. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  No  such  thing  as  this. 

Mr.  Donahue:  They  play  fall  games? 

Mr.  Lindemenn;  That’s  nontraditional  season. 

Mr.  Donahue:  As  part  of  their  56  games? 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  Correct 

Mr.  Donahue:  Duly  chastised.  They  made  me  come  back.  Chuck. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  It’s  okay,  Joe,  I  know  those  people,  1  know  how 
they  are. 

Mr.  Donahue;  If  a  student  plays  in  the  fall  at  an  institution, 
doesn’t  he  trigger  your  baseball  eligibility  ? 


Division  II  Business  Session. 


129 


Mr.  Lindemenn:  Yes. 

Mr.  Donahue:  And  now  he  can  go  to  a  different  school  in  the 
spring  if  this  passes  and  be  eligible  to  play? 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  It's  shocking,  isn’t  it? 

Mr.  Donahue:  No,  he’s  shaking  his  head  no  right  next  to  you. 
That’s  what  we  are  trying  to  find  out  here. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  No,  they  can  do  that  now 

Mr.  Donahue:  But  this  would  change  that? 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  No.  Okay  now  we  got  this  straight,  he  knows 
who's  on  first, 

Mr.  Donahue:  All  right,  who’s  on  first? 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  I  think  I  am  going  to  defer  to  someone  who  is  far 
better  at  this  than  I.  I  think  I  will  ask  Steve  Malionee  to  step  up 
here  to  try  to  explain  this.  I  want  to  be  sure  we  understand  what  we 
are  doing. 

Stephen  A.  Malionee  (NCAA  Staff):  Under  current  legislation 
right  now  the  only  sport  that’s  affected  by  this  midyear  transfer  is 
basketball.  You  have  always  been  able  to  use  the  one-time  transfer 
or  transfer  exceptions  in  other  sports  and  play — for  instance,  in  the 
fall  and  play  again  in  the  spring  if  you  meet  a  transfer 
exception— and  only  be  charged  with  one  academic  year.  This  propos¬ 
al  relates  only  to  the  traditional  segment.  And  as  it  was  pointed  out, 
generally  basketball  has  already  been  addressed.  It  will  take  over 
the  sports  like  wrestling  and  swimming,  but  it  could  be  any 
sport  track  and  field — in  which  you  have  declared  it  as  your  tradi¬ 
tional  segment. 

Using  baseball,  traditionally  you  have  two  segments.  The  segment 
that  ends  with  the  championship  by  definition  under  NCAA  rules  is 
the  traditional  segment.  In  baseball,  that's  the  spring  So  the  fall  by 
definition  becomes  the  nontraditional  segment.  This  would  not 
change  the  application  of  the  rule  in  that  case  because  the  proposal 
only  relates  to  participating  in  the  traditional  segment.  So  even  if 
this  passes,  a  student-athlete  who  plays  in  the  fall,  for  instance,  in  a 
nontraditional  segment  at  school  A  uses  a  season  of  competition  and 
could  still  transfer  if  they  met  a  transfer  exception  and  play  at  school 
B  in  the  traditional  segment  because  this  proposal  only  relates  to 
somebody  who  has  already  participated  in  that  other  institution's 
traditional  segment. 

Mr.  Johanningmeier:  For  a  point  of  clarification,  it’s  easier  to 
understand  possibly  in  football  and  volleyball.  It  may  not  be  possible 
in  some  of  the  spring  sports  because  of  the  nature  of  the  calendar 
but,  if  this  passed,  that's  what  the  proposal  would  preclude. 

[Parts  A  and  B  of  Proposal  No.  69  (Page  A-93)  were  adopted  by 
Division  II.] 

Eligibility  Form— International  Student-Athletes 

KT^f°/?°re  S*  Paulauskas  (St.  Anslem  College):  On  behalf  of  the 
NCAA  Council  and  Olympic  Sports  Liaison  Committee,  I  move  adop¬ 
tion  of  Proposal  71. 
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This  proposal  will  establish  a  requirement  that  institutions  com¬ 
plete  a  form  for  each  international  student-athlete  who  is  certified 
and  eligible  for  practice  and  competition.  The  proposal  is  designed  to 
address  the  considerable  difficulty  that  institutions  have  in  deter¬ 
mining  the  eligibility  of  a  growing  number  of  international  student- 
athletes  who  are  competing  at  our  institutions.  A  form  is  being  draft¬ 
ed  by  the  Olympic  Sports  Liaison  Committee  and  the  NCAA  Council 
that  is  due  in  April.  It  will  have  two  parts. 

The  first  part  is  a  questionnaire  to  be  completed  by  the  interna¬ 
tional  student-athletes.  It  asks  for  information  on  the  student-ath¬ 
lete's  educational  background,  athletics  participation  and  recruit¬ 
ment  experiences.  The  second  part  is  a  tear-off  questionnaire 
encouraging  institutions  to  voluntarily  provide  information  to  the 
NCAA  national  office  to  help  it  create  a  centralized  resource  file  on 
international  athletics  organizations  activities  that  can  be  made 
available  to  any  institution  requesting  that  information.  The 
Olympic  Sports  Liaison  Committee  acknowledges  this  legislation 
would  require  additional  compliance-related  paperwork  for  institu¬ 
tions,  but  most  institutions  already  require  international  student- 
athletes  to  complete  some  form  of  questionnaire. 

The  committee  also  has  designed  a  proposal  to  require  that  insti¬ 
tutions  only  keep  the  form  on  file  rather  than  requiring  them  to  sub¬ 
mit  it  to  the  NCAA.  It  is  the  belief  of  the  committee  that  this  new  re¬ 
quirement  will  effectively  address  two  primary  concerns.  One,  that 
institutions  are  inconsistent  in  their  efforts  to  determine  the  ama¬ 
teur  status  of  international  student-athletes.  And  two,  the  institu¬ 
tions  lack  the  information  necessary  to  make  such  determination. 
The  committee  believes  this  proposal  is  more  prudent  than  taking 
the  more  radical  steps  that  have  been  contemplated  to  tackle  prob¬ 
lems  in  this  very  difficult  area,  including  the  establishment  of  an  in¬ 
ternational  student-athlete  clearinghouse.  I  urge  your  support  of  this 
proposal. 

[Proposal  No.  71  (Page  A-95)  was  adopted  by  Division  II. J 

Hardship  Waiver 

Richard  A.  Johanningmeier  (Washburn  University  of  Topeka): 
On  behalf  of  the  Legislative  Review  Committee  and  the  NCAA  Coun¬ 
cil,  I  would  like  to  withdraw  Proposal  No.  150.  Some  unintended  con¬ 
sequences  of  this  proposal  have  been  brought  to  the  attention  of  the 
committee,  but  we  think  it  is  important  to  point  out  to  the  delegates 
that  the  committee  remains  interested  in  developing  a  way  to  simpli¬ 
fy  the  application  of  the  current  hardship-waiver  rule.  The  commit¬ 
tee  will  continue  over  the  next  year  to  study  this  issue  and  come 
forth  in  the  1996  Convention  with  the  appropriate  simplification  of 
the  hardship- waiver  rule.  Thank  you. 

First  Practice  and/or  Date  of  Competition 

Janet  R.  Kittell  (California  State  University,  Chico).  On  behalf  of 
the  Council  and  the  NCAA  Special  Committee  to  Study  Rules  Feder¬ 
ation  by  Sport,  I  move  adoption  of  Proposal  89. 
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[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  89  will  establish  a  uniform  date  prior 
to  which  an  institution  may  not  begin  practice  and/or  competition  in 
all  sports  in  which  the  Association  does  not  conduct  fall  champi¬ 
onship  of  September  7  or  the  institution's  first  day  of  classes, 
whichever  day  occurs  first. 

This  proposal  will  reduce  costs  by  preventing  the  return  of  non-fall 
championship  sport  student- athletes  to  campus  until  September  7  or 
the  institution's  first  day  of  classes.  The  adoption  of  this  proposal 
will  allow  quarter-system  institutions  to  bring  their  teams  back  at 
the  same  time  if  they  so  desire,  thus  eliminating  concern  about  com¬ 
petitive  advantages.  It  is  important  to  note  that  the  adoption  of  Pro¬ 
posal  No.  89  will  not  in  any  way  affect  the  sports  of  football  or  bas¬ 
ketball.  On  behalf  of  the  Council  and  the  special  committee,  I  urge 
your  support  of  this  proposal. 

[Proposal  No.  89  (Page  A- 114)  was  adopted  by  Division  II.] 
Playing  and  Practice  Seasons — Preseason  Field  Hockey  Scrimmage 

Rita  M.  Castagna  (Assumption  College):  On  behalf  of  Division  II 
Steering  Committee  of  the  Council,  I  move  for  the  adoption  of  Pro¬ 
posal  No.  95. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  would  permit  institutions  to  participate  in  one  field 
hockey  scrimmage  during  the  preseason  practice  period  prior  to  the 
first  scheduled  contest.  Such  a  proposal  will  not  create  additional 
time  demands  or  increase  the  number  of  contests  in  as  much  as  the 
scrimmage  must  count  against  the  maximum  number  of  contests  in 
the  sport  of  field  hockey.  Similar  legislation  currently  exists  in  the 
sport  of  soccer.  Further,  during  its  October  meeting,  the  Council  ap¬ 
proved  an  interpretation  clarifying  that  the  participation  in  one  field 
hockey  scrimmage  during  the  preseason  practice  prior  to  the  first 
scheduled  contest  would  not  permit  the  institution  to  engage  in  addi¬ 
tional  preseason  practice  opportunities.  Thus,  I  urge  you  to  support 
Proposal  No.  95. 

[Proposal  No.  95  (Page  A- 121)  was  adopted  by  Division  II.] 
Football  Noncontact  and  Orientation  Periods 

Charles  A.  Eberle  (Pennsylvania  State  Athletic  Conference):  I 
would  like  to  move  Proposal  No.  96. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

I  guess  I  got  a  little  caught  off  guard  here.  Division  I  is  currently 
permitted  to  wear  the  shoulder  pads  in  noncontact  sessions  of  spring 
football  while  Division  II  cannot.  So  if  this  passes,  obviously  Divi¬ 
sions  I  and  II  will  be  permitted  to  wear  them  in  the  fall.  I  urge  you  to 
support  that,  but  I  guess  the  question  that  I  wanted  to  really  address 
after  we  vote  on  this,  is  if  the  Division  II  Steering  Committee  in  the 
post-Convention  session  can  adopt  a  noncontroversial  amendment  to 
allow  football  pads  in  the  spring.  So  maybe  I  have  got  the  cart  ahead 
of  the  horse. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  That's  okay.  That  consideration  is  duly  noted. 
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The  Division  II  Steering  Committee  will  undertake  it.  I  do  not  know 
whether  it  would  be  considered  noncontroversial  or  not.  But  that  can 
be  determined  by  staff. 

Mr.  Eberle:  Thank  you 

Frank  Cignetti  (Indiana  University  of  Pennsylvania):  I  speak  in 
support  of  this  legislation.  Council  brought  to  our  attention  a  con¬ 
cern  about  injuries  in  the  spring.  I  think  if  we  go  back  on  our  cam¬ 
puses  and  research  our  injuries  we  will  find  that  during  our  no-pad 
sessions  a  lot  of  shoulder  injuries  from  receivers  trying  to  lay  out  to 
catch  a  football,  hitting  the  ground  and  getting  shoulder  separations. 
This  is  a  good  piece  of  legislation.  1  urge  you  to  support  it. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  One  point  of  clarification,  be  sure  that  you  rec¬ 
ognize  this  only  applies  for  the  three-day  noncontact  fall  period.  This 
is  a  football  only  proposal. 

[Part  A  of  Proposal  No.  96  (Page  A- 122)  was  adopted  by  Division 
II] 

Financial  Aid — Outside  Grant 

Kelly  J.  Higgins  (University  of  Alaska  Fairbanks):  I  would  like  to 
move  Proposal  75. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

I  have  no  prepared  presentation  to  speak  to  the  proposal,  but  it  is 
appropirate  that  the  interpretation  put  forth  by  the  NCAA  commit¬ 
tee  on  this  issue  allows  us  to  accept  outside  agency  grants  for  educa¬ 
tional  expenses.  I  firmly  believe  in  that  ability/The  only  difficulty  I 
see  in  it  is  the  monitoring  process.  I  think  that  can  be  addressed  in¬ 
stitutionally. 

[Proposal  No.  75  (Page  A-98)  was  adopted  by  Division  II. ] 
Playing  and  Practice  Seasons — Division  II  Football 

Lynn  L.  Dorn  (North  Dakota  State  University):  On  behalf  of  the 
Division  II  Steering  Committee  and  the  Council,  I  move  the  adoption 
of  Proposals  No.  98  and  98-1. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  We  are  taking  98  first  for  those  of  you  who 
maybe  aren’t  clear  about  this. 

Ms.  Dorn:  What  this  particular  amendment  will  do  is  noted  in  the 
rationale  statement.  With  this  amendment,  you  will  not  have  a  start¬ 
ing  date  that  would  permit  latitudes  for  conferences  that  need  to 
schedule  over  schools  in  their  conference  and  not  have  a  starting 
date  in  terms  of  the  first  or  second  week  of  September.  That’s  basi¬ 
cally  the  intent  of  the  amendment. 

Jerry  Vandergriff  (Angelo  State  University):  A  couple  problems 
with  98-1  and  98  as  well.  If  you  limit  it  to  10  ball  games,  sometimes 
we  need  11  ball  games  basically  to  get  a  fifth  home  ball  game  for 
more  revenue.  Sometimes  we  get  trapped  into  a  scheduling  situation. 
We  will  have  six  on  the  road  and  try  to  get  one  more  at  home  for  that 
revenue  that  really  helps  us  as  well  as  other  teams.  There  are 
scheduling  problems  that  do  come  up  with  not  being  able  to  schedule 
through  September. 
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Douglas  T.  Porter  (Fort  Valley  State  College):  Our  concern  is 
what  effect  the  recommendation  that  the  football  championship  be 
moved  up  a  day  will  have.  We  think  that  that’s  something  we  need 
to  give  consideration  to.  If  we  approve  moving  up  the  championship 
by  one  week,  it  is  going  to  have  an  effect  on  the  championship  itself. 
It’s  going  to  have  an  effect  on  schedules  that  have  been  made  into 
the  future. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  Doug,  I  understand  the  championships  commit¬ 
tee  reviewed  this  and  chose  not  to  take  the  action  proposed  here. 

Thomas  G.  Pucci  (California  University  of  Pennsylvania):  1  rise 
in  opposition  of  both  98  and  98-1.  I  don’t  see  how  this  can  be  cost  con¬ 
tainment  for  the  membership.  Anybody  who  does  not  want  to  play  an 
11th  game  does  not  have  to.  But  there  are  many  of  our  membership 
that  are  using  the  10th  and  11th  game  as  revenue-producing.  In  our 
conference  alone,  we  have  two  or  three  institutions  that  are  taking 
the  10th  and  11th  game.  Many  times,  the  11th  game  played  at  Divi¬ 
sion  I-AA  institutions  very  close  to  home  produces  a  revenue  to  help 
enhance  a  scholarship  program  or  the  football  program  as  well.  If 
there  is  one  institution  in  here  that  benefits  by  the  11th  game  by  get¬ 
ting  a  I-AA  or  1-A  opponent,  I  think  this  legislation  should  be  defeat¬ 
ed. 

Remember,  there  is  institutional  autonomy.  Anybody  that  does  not 
want  to  play  an  11th  game  does  not  have  to.  They  are  not  discrimi¬ 
nated  against  as  far  as  selection  for  the  NCAA  postseason  champi¬ 
onships.  It’s  up  to  them.  There  are  many  institutions  in  our  confer¬ 
ence  alone  that  decide  only  to  play  10  games,  but  have  that 
flexibility.  To  enhance  your  program  with  revenue,  I  think  you 
should  be  able  to  play  the  11th  game. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  Tom,  I  would  ask  that  the  assembly  please  stay 
with  the  agenda  as  identified  here.  We  are  looking  at  the  amend- 
ment-to-amendment  so  really  the  debate  should  focus  on  whether  we 
start  a  week  later  or  we  don’t.  Once  we  dispose  of  that,  then  we  can 
move  to  the  main  motion.  Is  there  any  further  discussion  on  the 
amendment-to-amendment? 

[Proposal  No.  98-1  (Page  A-124)  was  adopted  by  Division  II.] 

Ms.  Dorn:  This  proposal,  if  adopted,  would  reduce  the  number  of 
football  contests  from  11  to  10,  thus  furthering  one  of  the  primary 
objectives  of  the  reform  movement,  which  is  to  reduce  the  cost  of  op¬ 
erating  intercollegiate  athletics. 

Mr.  Fallis:  Once  again,  we  are  taking  one  particular  sport  and  try¬ 
ing  to  make  changes  in  the  playing  and  practice  season.  Three  years 
ago,  we  reduced  grant-in-aid  across  the  board.  It  would  have  never 
been  done  with  just  one  sport.  I  would  ask  the  body  to  not  look  at 
each  individual  sport,  but  rather  to  have  the  steering  committee 
come  back  with  an  entire  package.  If  the  intent  of  this  body  is  to  re¬ 
duce  playing  and  practice  seasons,  come  back  with  an  entire  package 
on  every  sport.  Let’s  not  take  the  one  sport  that  has  the  shortest 
playing  and  practice  season  of  all  the  sports  we  have. 
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Peter  Chapman  (Wayne  State  College,  Nebraska):  I  rise  in  oppo¬ 
sition  to  this  for  three  different  reasons.  The  first  one  is  somewhat 
selfish.  In  representing  all  the  independent  football-playing  schools 
in  Division  II  that  are  represented  by  all  the  empty  chairs  beside  me, 
if  you  are  in  a  conference,  you  have  an  opportunity  to  have  a  pretty 
decent  schedule.  If  you  are  an  independent,  you  are  struggling  all 
the  time  to  find  an  independent.  Right  now,  you  can  make  a  choice  to 
play  10  games  or  11  games.  We  choose  to  play  10,  but  we  have  to 
search  all  over  the  Midwest  to  find  those  games.  If  you  reduce  that 
opportunity  by  one  by  legislation,  then  scheduling  for  us  is  going  to 
become  very,  very  hard  to  do.  Half  the  schools  that  we  play  right  now 
play  11  games.  If  the  legislation  passes,  we  have  the  opportunity  to 
lose  five  scheduled  football  games  in  the  future.  That  will  have  a 
tremendous  impact  upon  our  student-athletes  and  our  ability  to  play 
football  as  an  independent. 

As  for  the  second  reason,  after  serving  on  the  advisory  committee, 
one  of  the  things  that  we  always  talk  about  is  the  competition  within 
a  region.  If  you  limit  the  number  of  nonconference  games  that  you 
can  play,  that  is  going  to  make  that  question  even  more  critical.  The 
third  point  is  that  we  are  getting  back  to  just  as  many  issues  as  we 
have  today  on  picking  on  one  sport  or  two  sports  or  trying  to  piece¬ 
meal  everything  together.  If  we  are  going  to  reduce  playing  opportu¬ 
nities,  let’s  do  it  for  everybody.  Right  now,  student-athletes  in  foot¬ 
ball  can  only  play  11  times  a  year.  To  pick  on  that  one  particular 
sport  at  this  point  m  time  is  not  called  for.  Thank  you. 

Thomas  G.  Pucci  (California  University  of  Pennsylvania):  This 
really  is  not  cost  containment.  Every  institution  has  the  ability  to 
make  that  decision  whether  to  play  the  10th  or  11th  game.  But  there 
are  many  institutions  out  there  that  play  that  11th  game  for  money 
to  enhance  their  programs.  Let  it  be  an  institutional  decision  and 
give  institutional  autonomy  for  this  particular  situation.  If  there  is 
one  Division  II  football  team  that  is  making  money  by  that  11th 
game,  then  this  legislation  should  be  defeated. 

[Proposal  No.  98  (Page  A- 123)  was  defeated  as  amended  by  98-1 
by  Division  II.] 

Contest  Limitations— Softball  Tournaments 

Rita  M.  Castagna  (Assumption  College):  On  behalf  of  the  Divi¬ 
sion  II  Steering  Committee  of  the  Council,  I  move  Proposal  No.  99. 
[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  would  address  the  concern  that  exists  in  the  softball 
community  as  it  relates  to  maximum  contest  limits.  Currently, 
NCAA  legislation  permits  each  date  of  a  softball  tournament  to  be 
counted  as  one  contest  regardless  of  the  number  of  contests  that  ac¬ 
tually  occur  on  that  date.  Because  there  is  no  official  definition  of 
“tournament,”  many  institutions  participate  in  numerous  contests  in 
an  event  in  which  it  is  questionable  whether  the  event,  in  fact,  is  a 
tournament.  One  specific  event  that  prompted  this  proposal  is  the 
Rebel  Spring  Games  in  Orlando,  Florida,  an  event  that  traditionally 
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has  been  held  over  a  three-week  period  in  the  month  of  March.  The 
proposed  definition  of  tournament  will  ensure  that  institutions  are 
not  unfairly  gaining  a  competitive  advantage  by  participating  in  ad¬ 
ditional  contests  and  events  that  are  really  not  tournaments. 

This  legislation  will  clarify  what  conditions  must  be  met  for  teams 
to  be  able  to  count  each  date  of  a  softball  tournament  as  one  contest. 
I  urge  you  to  support  Proposal  No.  99 

[Proposal  No.  99  (Page  A- 125)  was  adopted  by  Division  II.] 

Dates  of  Competition— Wrestling 

James  Fallis  (University  of  Northern  Colorado):  I  move  Proposal 
No.  103. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

First  of  all,  I’d  ask  the  membership  to  look  at  this,  particularly 
those  who  have  wrestling.  When  the  playing  and  practice  seasons 
were  established,  there  was  an  oversight  in  the  spirit  of  trying  to  re¬ 
duce  costs.  What  was  created  was  a  situation  where  now  there  are- 
one-day  tournaments  where  individuals  are  wrestling  10  to  12  times. 
Teams  are  traveling  the  day  before,  getting  up  at  seven  o’clock  in  the 
morning,  competing  until  11  o’clock  and  then  traveling  back.  As  far 
as  we  see  it,  it’s  created  a  safety  concern  for  us.  It’s  also  created  a  sit¬ 
uation  where,  in  fact,  we  have  seen  an  increase  in  costs  because  we 
are  now  traveling  to  one-day  tournaments  and  coming  back  and 
traveling  sometimes  to  another  one-day  tournament  It's  really  be¬ 
come  a  situation  where  the  safety  of  the  individuals  and  cost  have 
become  an  issue.  I  think  each  and  everyone  of  you  as  athletics  direc¬ 
tors  can,  in  fact,  tell  your  coaches,  “Coach,  this  is  all  the  money  that 
you  have.  If  you  opt  to  go  to  a  two-day  tournament  so  be  it.  If  you 
want  to  go  to  two  one-day  tournaments  so  be  it.”  I  would  ask  that 
you  support  this  piece  of  legislation.  If  you  don’t  have  any  more 
money  when  the  coach  asks  for  it,  just  simply  say  no. 

Robert  T.  Becker  (Saginaw  Valley  State  University):  On  behalf  of 
the  Division  II  Steering  Committee  and  the  Council,  I  urge  you  to  de¬ 
feat  Proposal  No.  103. 

The  proposed  legislation  is  in  essence  an  effort  to  increase  the 
maximum  number  of  contests  in  the  sport  of  wrestling.  Such  legisla¬ 
tion  is  contrary  to  the  primary  objectives  of  the  reform  movement, 
which  is  to  assist  institutions  in  reducing  costs  within  their  athletics 
programs  and  to  reduce  the  amount  of  time  that  student-athletes  are 
required  to  devote  to  their  sport  season.  The  current  legislation  of  16 
dates  of  competition  has  been  in  effect  for  the  past  four  years  and 
has  provided  adequate  opportunities  for  students  to  participate  in 
the  sport  of  wrestling.  I  urge  you  to  oppose  Proposal  No.  103.  Thank 
you. 

Rudy  Carvajal  (California  State  University,  Bakersfield):  I’d  like 
to  rise  in  support  of  this  proposition.  If  you  recall  when  this  was 
passed  four  years  ago,  it  was  one  of  the  most  devastating  cuts  in 
terms  of  number  of  contests  that  a  sport  was  allowed  of  all  the  cham¬ 
pionships  that  we  have  been  involved  with.  I  think  what  Jim  Fallis 
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has  said  has  been  absolutely  accurate.  I  would  hope  there  would  be 
consideration  given  to  this  proposal  because  it  is  fair  and  that  is  one 
of  the  sports  I  think  in  all  of  this  process  that’s  been  severely  ham¬ 
pered  by  the  legislation.  Thank  you. 

[Proposal  No.  103  (Page  A-129)  was  adopted  by  Division  II.] 

Financial  Audit — Division  II 

Christ  Petrouleas  (Wayne  State  University,  Michigan):  On  be¬ 
half  of  Wayne  State  University  and  the  other  nine  members  of  the 
Great  Lakes  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conference,  I  move  adoption  of 
Proposal  115 

[The  motion  was  seconded.) 

The  intent  and  outcome  of  this  proposed  change  is  clear  and  self- 
explanatory.  Adopting  this  proposal  is  permissive.  The  change  would 
not  present  a  chance  for  individual  institutions  to  become  exempt 
from  continuing  to  conduct  this  audit.  However,  institutions  that 
qualify  and  would  like  to  avoid  the  duplication  of  internal  and  exter¬ 
nal  audits  and  save  resources  in  both  time  and  money,  would  be  able 
to  make  that  decision  based  on  the  merit  of  the  audit  rather  than 
having  to  meet  another  legislative  requirement  of  NCAA  member¬ 
ship. 

Shirley  Green  Reese  (Albany  State  College,  Georgia):  On  behalf 
of  the  Division  II  Steering  Committee  of  the  Council,  I  urge  you  to 
oppose  Proposal  115. 

Division  II  institutions  adopted  legislation-  imposing  an  audit  re¬ 
quirement  of  athletics  programs  once  every  three  years  in  an  effort 
to  further  the  principle  that  institutions  have  control  of  their  inter¬ 
collegiate  athletics  programs  Under  current  legislation,  an  institu¬ 
tion  with  an  operating  budget  for  intercollegiate  athletics  of  less 
than  $300,000  is  exempt  from  such  a  requirement.  Although  the 
steering  committee  recognizes  that  the  $300,000  exemption  that  was 
implemented  approximately  10  years  ago  has  not  been  adjusted  for 
inflation,  it  is  the  steering  committee’s  opinion  that  such  an  exemp¬ 
tion  should  not  be  increased  to  $1  million.  There  is  no  data  indicat¬ 
ing  the  number  of  institutions  that  may  qualify  for  such  an  exemp¬ 
tion. 

Furthermore,  many  institutions  that  would  not  have  qualified  for 
the  previous  exemption,  could  now  qualify,  which  clearly  does  not 
further  any  principles  of  institutional  control.  In  fact,  it  was  the  con¬ 
sensus  of  the  steering  committee  that  in  general,  institutions  should 
be  subject  to  an  audit  of  their  intercollegiate  athletics  programs  and 
thus  it  is  wise  to  retain  the  current  exemption  limitations.  I  urge  you 
to  defeat  Proposal  115. 

[Proposal  No.  115  (Page  A-145)  was  adopted  by  Division  II.] 

Recruiting— Telephone  Calls — Divisions  1  and  If  Football 

Frank  Cignetti  (Indiana  University  of  Pennsylvania):  I  move 
Proposal  116. 

IThe  motion  was  seconded.] 

[Proposal  No.  116  (Page  A-146)  was  adopted  by  Division  IL] 
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Telephone  Calls— Divisions  I  and  II  Sports  Other  Than  Football 

Vandergriff  (Angelo  State  University):  On  behalf  of  the 
INOAA  Council,  I  move  adoption  of  Proposal  118. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

As  you  know  Proposal  118  applies  to  all  Divisions  I  and  II  sports 
other  than  football  and  basketball  and  would  permit  one  telephone 
call  per  week  per  prospect  from  April  15  through  May  15  during  the 
prospects  junior  year  in  high  school.  This  will  allow  institutions  an 
opportunity  to  provide  prospective  student-athletes  who  are  still  in 
t  eir  junior  year  of  high  school  with  important  academic  informa¬ 
tion.  It  will  also  increase  the  opportunity  for  the  institution  to  better 
assess  the  prospect’s  interest  in  the  institution.  This  limited  excep- 
tion  to  telephone-call  legislation  also  was  supported  by  both  the  Na- 
tional  Association  of  Basketball  Coaches  and  the  Women’s  Basket¬ 
ball  Coaches  Association.  I  urge  your  support  of  this  proposal. 

Laura  Klmgseisen  (Student-Athelete  Advisory  Committee/Guil¬ 
ford  College):  Speaking  on  behalf  of  the  Student-Athlete  Advisory 
Commit  tee,  we  oppose  Proposal  118.  As  recruited  student-athletes, 
we  feel  the  previous  year  provides  ample  time  to  contact  prospects 
with  relevant  academic  information.  Allowing  the  recruiting  process 
to  bepn  earlier  than  this  point  serves  only  to  limit  the  period  that 
often  disrupts  the  student-athlete’s  focus  on  academics  and  athletics 
We  urge  you  to  defeat  Proposal  1 18.  Thank  you 

f Proposal  No.  118  (Page  A- 150)  was  defeated  by  Division  II. J 
Recruiting— National  Letter  of  Intent 
120*  Wanless  (University  of  North  Dakota):  I  move  Proposal  No. 

[The  motion  was  seconded  ] 

This  legislation  intends  to  prohibit  in-person,  off-campus  delivery 
o  a  National  Letter  of  Intent.  I  think  it’s  very  positive  legislation  to 
keep  our  coaches  on  campus.  It  causes  some  savings  and  I  think  it’s 

IntentSrUPt'Ve  t0  ^  Wh°ie  process  of  si£ning  the  National  Letter  of 

Lynn  L.  Dorn  (North  Dakota  State  University):  Will  this  mean 
we  will  receive  an  additional  contact  opportunity— the  one  that  we 
have  been  saving  for  the  National  Letter  of  Intent-if  we  wouldn’t 

there?  USmg  ^  ^  Is  ther®  really  a  Potential  costs  savings  - 

Stephen  A.  Mallonee  (NCAA  Staff):  Lynn,  it’s  not  necessarily  an 
interpretive  issue.  It’s  current  legislation  If  you  went  off-campus 
and  it  was  an  appropriate  period  to  make  the  signing,  you  had  to  be 
charged  with  an  off-campus  contact.  So  in  that  regard,  you  might  be 
saving  that,  but  it’s  not  like  you  are  gaining  interpretively  an  addi- 
tumal  contact.  That  is  just  the  application  of  the  rule. 

Ms.  Dorn:  Thank  you. 

fet™uleas  Wayne  State  University,  Michigan):  I  remind 
the  delegates  that  just  a  short  period  ago  members  got  up  and  spoke 
about  the  rights  of  the  institutions  to  determine  how  they  want  to 
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expend  their  dollars.  There  is  nothing  in  our  bylaws  that  say  you 
have  to  hand-deliver  those  letters  of  intent  if  you  want  to  keep  your 
coaches  on  your  campuses.  You  certainly  institutionally  can  make 
that  determination.  I  don’t  think  this  group  should  disadvantage 
those  of  us  who  are  in  large  metropolitan  areas  and  our  coaches  on 
their  way  home  can  drop  those  letters  off  or  pick  them  up. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  Are  you  suggesting  a  31-cent  savings? 

Mr.  Petrouleas:  It  doesn’t  take  our  coaches  off-campus,  and  it’s 
32  cents  by  the  way. 

Kelly  J.  Higgins  (University  of  Alaska  Fairbanks):  I  must  respec¬ 
tively  support  this  issue.  Travel  to  us  is  extremely  important,  obvi¬ 
ously.  The  ability  to  equalize  the  playing  field  and  contacts  does  as¬ 
sist  us  a  great  deal.  It  costs  us  a  great  deal  more  than  32  cents  to  fly 
to  Seattle. 

Frank  Cignetti  (Indiana  University  of  Pennsylvania):  I  speak  for 
consistency.  We  have  a  lot  of  problems  deciding  what  Division  I  and 
Division  II  can  do  on  the  calendar.  I  think  this  would  give  us  consis¬ 
tency  with  the  dead  period  and  the  National  Letter  of  Intent  day. 

Mr.  Wanless:  I  am  a  little  bit  amazed  at  the  consistent  rhetoric  in 
our  division  about  institutional  autonomy.  We  have  a  book  that  is 
very  large,  that  speaks  of  institutional  autonomy.  I  think  we  got  off 
on  a  different  tangent  here.  I  don’t  think  this  has  anything  to  do 
with  what  you  can  or  cannot  do.  We  certainly  would  benefit  from  this 
with  the  respect  geography  plays  in  our  recruitment  process.  We 
don’t  have  the  liberty  of  going  home  and  dropping  off  a  few  letters  of 
intent  at  the  University  of  North  Dakota.  Again,  I  don’t  see  any  ad¬ 
vantage  gained  or  lost  by  this  legislation.  I  think  it’s  very  positive 
legislation. 

You  made  your  mind  up  a  long  time  before  this  happened  in  terms 
of  who  you  can  offer  letters  of  intent  to.  I  think  it  does  provide  some 
kind  of  fairness.  We  are  going  to  be  there  if  that  student-athlete  is 
not  totally  committed  until  that  last  day.  So  I  think  this  allows  the 
student-athlete  to  make  a  decision  based  upon  where  they  want  to  go 
to  school  without  the  inference  of  a  coach  waiting  on  your  door  at  8 
o’clock  in  the  morning. 

Peter  Chapman  (Wayne  State  College,  Nebraska)  I  don’t  have  a 
lot  of  people  to  talk  to  over  here,  so  I  have  to  ask  for  an  interpreta¬ 
tion  again.  If  we  home-deliver  the  letter  of  intent  isn’t  that  one  of  our 
three  contacts?  We  are  already  using  one  of  our  contacts  if  we  decide 
to  hand-deliver  the  letter  of  intent,  right?  If  this  passes,  we  are  still 
going  to  use  a  number.  Most  of  our  coaches  are  going  to  use  their 
contacts  anyway,  so  we  are  not  going  to  be  saving  anything  in  terms 
of  contacts. 

Mr.  Mallonee:  That  was  my  point  of  clarification.  You  are  not 
gaining  an  additional  one,  you  will  have  three. 

Mr.  Chapman:  And  most  coaches  won’t  use  that  third  one  if  they 
don’t  have  to. 

Mr.  Mallonee:  That  is  institutional  autonomy. 
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[Proposal  No.  120  (Page  A- 151)  was  adopted  by  Division  11.1 

Evaluations — Olympic  Festival  Tryouts 

Kelly  J.  Higgins  (University  of  Alaska  Fairbanks):  I  will  move 
Proposal  123. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  Olympic  Liaison  Committee  helped  put  this  proposal  together 
It  assists  schools  that  have  Olympic  sports.  Of  course,  I  must  speak 
selfishly  in  that  respect  We  have  a  rifle  team  that  is  precluded  from 
receiving  Olympic  financial  aid  when,  in  fact,  it  assists  the  school. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  We  are  on  the  wrong  one.  Proposal  123  will 
allow  coaches  to  attend  the  basketball  festival  of  women’s  coaches. 

Theodore  S.  Paulauskas  (St.  Anslem  College):  I  would  like  to 
speak  on  behalf  of  Proposal  123.  The  Olympic  Festival  has  grown 
considerably  in  the  last  15  years  to  become  the  nation’s  premier 
event  for  top  amateur  athletes.  It  is  the  largest  event  staged  by  the 
USOC.  The  Olympic  Festival  should  be  given  exception  similar  to 
the  rule  governing  evaluations.  This  proposal  would  mirror  the  cur¬ 
rent  rule,  which  allows  the  evaluation  of  multiple  contests  in  a  tour¬ 
nament  occurring  on  consecutive  days  to  count  as  a  single  evalua¬ 
tion. 

This  proposal  will  allow  college  coaches  to  support  their  own  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  while  competing  for  an  opportunity  to  represent  the 
United  States.  The  committee  found  no  potential  recruiting  abuse  in 
this  proposal.  The  recent  legislation  provides  an  opportunity  for  the 
Association  to  encourage  attendance  and  support  for  USOC  competi¬ 
tion.  On  behalf  of  the  Council  and  the  liaison  committee,  we  urge  you 
to  vote  “yes”  for  Proposal  123. 

[Proposal  No.  123  (Page  A-154)  was  adopted  by  Division  II.] 

Evaluations — Division  II  Women’s  Basketball 

Lynn  L.  Dorn  (North  Dakota  State  University):  On  behalf  of  the 
Division  II  Steering  Committee  and  the  Council,  I  move  Proposal  No. 
124. 

{The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  legislation  will  afford  women’s  basketball  the  same  opportu¬ 
nity  as  men's  basketball  to  evaluate  prospects  during  a  high-school 
all-star  game  that  occurs  within  the  state  in  which  the  member  is  lo¬ 
cated.  It  is  worth  noting  that  the  Division  II  Steering  Committee  has 
expressed  concern  that  Division  II  coaches  should  be  able  to  evaluate 
prospects  only  during  the  high-school  all-star  game  that  is  conducted 
by  the  state  high-school  association,  as  opposed  to  any  high-school 
all-star  game  that  occurs  within  the  state.  The  steering  committee 
plans  to  address  that  concern  in  the  upcoming  year.  However,  the 
committee  believes  that  until  that  concern  has  been  addressed, 
women’s  basketball  should  be  afforded  the  same  opportunity  to  ob¬ 
serve  all-star  games  as  currently  exists  for  men’s  basketball. 

[Proposal  No.  124  (Page  A-154)  was  adopted  by  Division  II.] 

Charles  A.  Eberle  (Pennsylvania  State  Athletic  Conference):  I 
need  an  interpretation  on  Proposal  120 — Recruiting — National  Let¬ 
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ter  of  Intent.  By  passing  that,  I  am  assuming  now  that  you  can’t  take 
any  agreement.  For  those  of  us  who  don’t  belong  to  the  National  Let¬ 
ter  of  Intent  program,  can  you  take  a  conference  letter  or  does  it  just 
pertain  to  those  people  on  the  national  letter?  Because  the  rationale 
seems  to  talk  about  any  particular  commitment. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  If  you  will  note,  the  language  that  precedes  the 
language  that  is  in  bold  print,  that  was  already  precluded.  It’s  part 
of  the  regulation. 

Stephen  A.  Mallonee  (NCAA  Staff):  Todd,  I  think  you  are  right. 
If  you  go  through  it,  it  now  says  any  “in-person,  off-campus  contact 
made  with  a  prospect  for  the  purpose  of  signing  a  letter  of  intent  or 
commitment  to  attend  the  institution  or  attendance  at  activities  re¬ 
lated  to  the  signing  of  a  letter  of  intent  or  other  commitment  to  at¬ 
tend  the  institution  shall  be  prohibited.”  So  it  does  include  other 
commitments  and  other  letters  of  that  sort. 

Mr.  Eberle:  Thank  you.  We  can  do  it  this  year? 

Mr.  Mallonee:  Yes,  the  effective  date  is  August  1,  1995. 

Printed  Recruiting  Materials— Student-Athlete  Handbook 

Robert  T.  Becker  (Saginaw  Valley  State  University):  On  behalf 
of  the  NCAA  Council,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  125. 

| The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  adds  the  student-athlete  handbook  to  the  list  of  pos¬ 
sible  or  permissible  recruiting  materials  that  can  be  sent  to  a 
prospect.  The  handbook  was  taken  out  of  the  list  last  year  in  an  ef¬ 
fort  to  deregulate  the  area  of  printed  recruiting  materials.  However, 
the  student-athlete  handbook  is  a  publication  that  contains  informa¬ 
tion  that  may  be  critical  for  prospects  making  a  decision  about  the 
school  that  they  will  attend  With  the  increased  focus  on  welfare  of 
the  student- athlete,  we  believe  it  is  important  for  prospects  to  have 
all  the  available  information  about  what  their  life  will  be  like  as  a 
student-athlete.  They  are  making  an  important  decision.  I  urge  your 
support  for  this  proposal. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  I  want  to  make  one  clarification.  It  actually  can¬ 
not  be  sent,  you  can  give  it  to  a  prospect  when  the  prospect  visits.  It 
cannot  be  mailed  to  a  prospect.  It  can  be  given  to  a  prospect  when 
that  prospect  visits  and  handed  to  the  prospect. 

[Proposal  No.  125  (Page  A- 155)  was  adopted  by  Division  II. J 

Printed  Recruiting  Materials — Division  II 

Jerry  Vandergriff  (Angelo  State  University):  On  behalf  of  the 
Council  and  as  a  member  of  the  Recruiting  Committee  1  move  the 
adoption  of  Proposal  127. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  adoption  of  this  proposal  would  permit  Division  II  institutions 
to  include  newspaper  clippings  in  the  list  of  permissible  recruiting 
materials  that  may  be  sent  to  prospective  student-athletes.  The  Re¬ 
cruiting  Committee  believes  that  newspaper  clippings  are  an  inte¬ 
gral  part  of  the  recruiting  process  to  communicate  with  and  educate 
prospective  student-athletes  about  an  institution’s  athletics  pro- 
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gram.  The  committee  also  believes  that  adding  newspaper  clippings 
to  the  list  of  permissible  recruiting  materials  is  a  low-cost  measure  of 
providing  information  to  prospects  so  they  can  make  an  informed  de¬ 
cision  on  their  future. 

The  Council  and  the  Recruiting  Committee  support  Proposal  No. 
127.  I  also  encourage  you  to  support  this  proposal.  This  legislation  is 
permissive  and  will  directly  benefit  the  student-athlete 

[Proposal  No.  127  (Page  A- 157)  was  adopted  by  Division  II.] 

Recruiting— Number  of  Official  Visits 

Unidentified  Delegate:  I  move  Proposal  No.  129. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Frank  Cignetti  (Indiana  University  of  Pennsylvania):  Anytime 
we  can  do  something  to  limit  the  number  of  official  visits  that  Divi¬ 
sion  I  institutions  have,  it  makes  more  prospects  available  for  a  Divi¬ 
sion  II  school. 

Ralph  Barkey  (Sonoma  State  University):  I  really  oppose  this 
and  suggest  we  check  who  sponsored  this.  The  institutions  that 
sponsored  this  obviously  have  no  problem  getting  your  top  athletes 
in  this  country  to  visit  their  campus.  Most  of  you  in  this  room  who 
limit  yourself  to  four  visits  are  going  to  have  a  lot  of  youngsters  not 
visit  your  campus.  I  would  suggest  Division  II  ought  to  have  10  offi¬ 
cial  visits  despite  cost  containment,  but  you  need  as  many  athletes 
visiting  your  campus  as  possible.  We  need  to  restrict  Division  I  to 
three.  Let’s  make  a  move  in  that  respect. 

Laura  L.  Klingseisen  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee/ 
Guilford  College):  The  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee  is  op¬ 
posed  to  Proposal  129.  Reducing  the  number  of  official  visits  of  the 
prospective  student-athlete  from  five  to  four  removes  available  op¬ 
portunity  Student-athletes  should  be  allowed  to  gather  as  much  in¬ 
formation  as  possible  in  determining  one  of  the  most  important  deci¬ 
sions  of  their  lives.  Its  impossible  to  define  exactly  what  makes  a 
prospect  choose  one  institution  over  all  others  It  is  surprising  to 
know  that  administrators  are  asking  to  further  limit  the  number  of 
official  visits,  which  in  turn  would  deny  prospective  student-athletes 
to  experience  the  one  neat  aspect  about  their  institution  that  may 
alter  that  final  decision. 

We  believe  that  reducing  the  number  of  official  visits  from  five  to 
four  limits  opportunity  and  that  five  experiences  are  more  meaning¬ 
ful  than  four.  We  urge  you  to  defeat  Proposal  129. 

Sharon  E.  Taylor  (Lock  Haven  University  of  Pennsylvania)*  I 
think  the  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee  had  a  far  more  al¬ 
truistic  reason  for  supporting  this.  But  I  think  this  hurts  Division 
II.  This  doesn’t  restrict  the  number  that  Division  I  can  have  on  their 
campus.  This  restricts  the  number  that  the  student-athlete  can 
take.  If  they  have  only  got  four  now  instead  of  five  I  don’t  think  one 
of  them  is  going  to  be  a  Division  II  institution.  I  think  they  are 
going  to  use  it  at  the  Division  I  level  and  it’s  going  to  hurt  us  in  Di¬ 
vision  II 
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[Proposal  No.  129  (Page  A-159)  was  defeated  by  Division  II.] 

Official  Visits — Division  II  Football  and  Basketball 
David  P.  O’Toole  (Bellarmine  College):  On  behalf  of  the  Division 
II  Steering  Committee  of  the  Council,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Propos¬ 
al  132. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.]  ,  .  . 

This  proposal  would  establish  the  limit  of  35  official  visits  that  an 
institution  may  provide  prospects  in  the  sport  of  football  and  a  limi 
of  eight  official  visits  that  an  institution  may  provide  prospects  in 
the  sport  of  basketball.  Such  limitations  are  a  primary  objective  oi 
the  reform  movement,  which  is  to  reduce  the  cost  of  operating  inter¬ 
collegiate  athletics.  As  you  know,  up  until  now  Division  II  never  has 
imposed  limits  on  the  number  of  official  visits  that  an  institution 
mav  provide  in  any  sport.  However,  in  response  to  the  cost-contain¬ 
ment  survey  conducted  by  the  subcommittee  of  the  Division  II  Steer¬ 
ing  Committee,  over  60  percent  of  the  Division  II  institutions  indi¬ 
cate  a  support  for  such  a  proposal.  Over  40  percent  indicated  that  its 
adoption  would  result  in  moderate  or  significant  savings  at  their  in- 

S  I  believe  it  is  important  to  understand  that  the  proposals  limita¬ 
tions  are  not  intended  to  pressure  institutions  that  do  not  approach 
such  limits  to  provide  additional  visits,  but  rather  to  establish  rea¬ 
sonable  limits  that  may  result  in  some  significant  savings  at  many 
institutions.  It  is  also  worth  noting  that  for  those  circumstances  in 
which  more  visits  are  needed  because  of  head  coaching  changes,  a 
waiver  provision  is  available.  1  urge  your  support  of  132. 

Ralph  Barkey  (Sonoma  State  University):  I  was  hoping  the  bas¬ 
ketball  commissioner  would  get  up  here,  but  speaking  as  an  old  Divi¬ 
sion  I  basketball  coach  for  20  years,  if  you  can  only  bring  eight 
prospects  to  your  campus,  you’ll  be  lucky  to  get  one  of  them.  Eveiy 
one  of  you  in  here  knows  that  if  you  coached,  you  need  to  recruit  five 
times  as  many  kids  as  you  hope  to  get.  If  you  need  five,  you  better  re- 

f  l  For2Division  II  to  limit  a  basketball  coach  to  eight  official  visits  is 
brutally  unfair  to  a  lot  of  you  who  make  a  great  deal  of  money  on 
basketball  Let  Division  I  restrict  that.  Those  of  you  who  have 
enough  money  to  bring  a  few  more  students  to  your  campus,  do  it. 
Keep  that  autonomous.  But  eight  official  visits  in  basketball  for  men 
and  women  doesn’t  make  any  sense  for  you  as  a  basketball  coach.  I 
really  urge  you  to  not  pass  this.  Football,  1  don  t  know. 

Jerry  Vandergriff  (Angelo  State  University):  It’s  very  restrictive  of 
football  as  well.  The  same  thing  applies,  as  Ralph  has  eloquently  put 
it  on  floor  I  think  it’s  exactly  the  same  thing  as  the  proposal  before. 
You  are  extremely  limited  in  Division  II  as  to  who  you  can  recruit 
Ed  B.  Harris  (Missouri  Western  State  College):  In  deference  to 
you  all,  I  certainly  respect  what  you  have  been  doing.  But  I  looked  at 
that  information  as  truly  survey  information,  not  as  a  straw  vote.  1 
believe  some  of  my  responses  were  probably  misinterpreted.  I  was 
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saying  in  the  survey  that  at  this  point  35  is  probably  right,  but  I 
wasn’t  ready  to  vote  for  35.  I  think  in  some  ways  some  of  us  simpler- 
minded  folks  didn’t  really  think  it  was  going  to  come  back  immedi¬ 
ately  as  legislation.  I  am  not  in  favor  of  this. 

[Proposal  No.  132  (Page  A- 161)  was  defeated  by  Division  II. J 
Tryouts— Competition  in  Conjunction  With  Intercollegiate 
Contest — Division  II 

Nathan  N.  Salant  (Gulf  South  Conference):  On  behalf  of  the  Gulf 
South  Conference,  I  move  Proposal  No.  135, 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  will  permit  institutions  to  conduct  high-school, 
preparatory  school  and  junior  college  preliminary  events  in  conjunc¬ 
tion  with  either  men’s  or  women’s  basketball  or  football.  We  all  know 
football  is  an  unlikely  situation. 

Currently,  there  is  no  prohibition  against  Division  II  in  all  the 
other  sports.  We  have  many  institutions  that  come  from  limited  popu¬ 
lation-base  areas  and  are  regionally  secluded.  They  have  difficulty 
when  a  high-school  event  is  going  on  at  about  the  same  time  as  the 
college  event.  In  the  past,  people  have  raised  the  issue  of  recruiting 
advantages,  but  the  limitation  that  we  have  in  there  of  50  miles  in 
terms  of  the  distance  from  the  campus  to  the  high  school,  prep  school, 
et  cetera,  should  address  that  issue  because  a  local  high-school  stu¬ 
dent  or  prep-school  student  has  undoubtedly  been  on  a  campus  of  a 
nearby  college  many  times  and  seen  what  is  there.  Realistically 
speaking,  the  attendance  decision  is  going  to  come  from  either  prefer¬ 
ence  in  program  or  desire  to  be  away  from  home  or  close  to  home.  So 
we  don’t  see  a  real  advantage.  We  ask  your  support  to  help  schools  in 
the  more  rural  and  limited-population  areas.  Thank  you. 

Terry  Wanless  (University  of  North  Dakota):  I  just  have  a  ques¬ 
tion.  Has  any  consultation  been  done  with  the  national  high  schools 
activities  association  in  preparation  of  this  type  of  legislation? 

I  am  not  opposed  to  the  legislation.  I  think  it’s  premature  until  we 
really  have  a  feeling  for  how  our  state  associations  and  our  national 
associations  receive  this  type  of  legislation  and  whether  they  feel  it’s 
appropriate. 

Mr.  Salant:  We  did  not  engage  in  that  type  of  consultation,  but 
that  rule  was  adopted  in  Division  III  two  or  three  years  ago  and  has 
worked  very  well.  We  do  permit  that  type  of  activity  now  in  all  other 
sports  except  football  and  basketball.  We  received  no  objection  what¬ 
soever  high-school  wise.  In  fact,  we  have  received  responses  from  in¬ 
dividual  high  schools  that  have  said  we  would  welcome  being  able  to 
come  and  play  at  a  college  facility  and  get  out  of  our  tiny  little  gym. 
That’s  all  I  can  tell  you  there. 

Mr.  Wanless:  Thank  you. 

[Proposal  No.  135  (Page  A- 165)  was  adopted  by  Division  II.] 

Tryouts— Nonscholastic-Based  Basketball 

Jerry  Vandergriff  (Angelo  State  University):  I  move  Proposal 
No.  136. 
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[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  is  supported  by  both  the  Recruiting  Committee  and 
the  Council.  The  Recruiting  Committee  believes  this  proposal  is  very 
noncontroversial  and  is,  in  essence,  a  housekeeping  change. 

When  the  legislation  was  initially  passed,  the  vast  majority  of  non- 
scholastic-based  basketball  competition  was  AAU  sponsored.  Due  to 
the  dramatic  increase  in  the  number  of  shootouts,  all-star  teams  and 
tournaments,  the  Recruiting  Committee  believes  its  more  appropri¬ 
ate  to  use  more  general  language  to  restrict  coaching  staff  members 
participating  in  all  such  events.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  AAU 
supports  this  change.  1  encourage  your  support. 

[Proposal  No.  136  (Page  A- 166)  was  adopted  by  Division  II. ] 

Kurt  L.  Patberg  (Rocky  Mountain  Athletic  Conference):  I  may  be 
out  of  order  on  the  timing  of  this,  but  before  we  get  into  the  formali¬ 
ties  of  voting,  on  behalf  of  the  membership  of  Division  II,  I’d  like  to 
acknowledge  the  tremendous,  and  I  mean  tremendous,  efforts  by 
Chuck  Lindemenn  over  the  past  few  years  (Applause) 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  This  is  the  first  time  that  some  members  of  my 
conference  have  ever  given  me  a  standing  ovation.  I  thank  you  all 
very  much.  I  certainly  appreciate  that. 

NOMINATING  COMMITTEE 

I Note :  The  slate  for  Division  11  representatives  to  the  Council 
was  approved  as  presented.] 

RECONSIDERATION  OF  VOTING  ACTION 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  We  now  have  an  opportunity — I  guess  this 
should  be  our  window  of  opportunity  for  reconsideration.  If  anyone 
has  anything  that  they  require  an  interpretation  on  or  will  require 
an  opportunity  to  reconsider,  this  would  be  the  time. 

G.  Jean  Cerra  (Barry  University):  Does  Proposal  136  preclude 
coaches  from  being  involved  in  any  community  service  activities  with 
youth  groups,  church  groups,  disadvantaged  individuals  who  are  not 
scholastic  in  nature? 

Stephen  A.  Mallonee  (NCAA  Staff):  It  would  probably  not.  I 
qualify  that  by  depending  on  the  type  of  activity.  If  it’s  coaching  a 
team,  then  I  think  the  legislation  as  adopted  would  affect  it.  But  just 
participating  in  activities,  particularly  with  nonprospect-aged  kids 
just  participating  in  the  activities  at  clinics,  would  not  be  affected  by 
the  legislation.  But  I  think  with  what’s  been  adopted,  if  it  is  a  team, 
then  I  think  you  are,  regardless  of  the  age  of  the  coaches,  precluded 
from  being  involved  in  that. 

Ms.  Cerra:  That  was  my  concern  because  the  wording  is  ‘'coaching 
activities.”  We  encourage  community  service  among  our  coaches.  If 
that  precludes  them  from  going  into  churches,  boys  clubs.  ... 

Mr.  Mallonee:  Again,  it’s  certainly  not  going  to  preclude  them 
from  going  into  churches  and  boys  clubs  and  being  involved  in.  ... 

Ms.  Cerra:  And  doing  coaching  clinics? 
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Mr,  Mallonee:  ...  instructional  activities,  those  types  of  things. 
Yes,  that  would  not  preclude  any  of  that.  It  just  relates  to  coaching  a 
team  in  a  league  or  a  tournament  or  something  of  that  nature. 

Ms.  Cerra:  Okay,  thanks. 

Samuel  Lagana  (California  State  University,  Dominguez  Hills): 
I’d  like  an  interpretation  on  Proposal  No.  136.  Would  it  preclude  a 
coach  from  involvement  with  Olympic-team  coaching  responsibili¬ 
ties,  such  as  coaching  the  Japanese  national  team? 

Mr.  Mallonee:  In  terms  of  coaching  "elite”  teams  or  other  types  of 
national  teams,  under  the  current  tryout  rules,  you  have  certain  ex¬ 
ceptions  to  the  tryout  rule.  If  you  were  still  to  meet  that 
exception — in  other  words,  like  you  were  involved  with  a  nationally 
recognized  team,  something  that's  sponsored  by  the  national  govern¬ 
ing  body  or  the  applicable  governing  body — then  that  exception  has 
not  been  eliminated. 

Mr.  Lagana:  Thank  you. 

Reconsideration  of  20- Year-Old-Rule — Division  II 

Thomas  G.  Pucci  (California  University  of  Pennsylvania):  I  was  on 
the  prevailing  side  and  I  move  that  we  reconsider  Proposal  No.  62.] 
[The  motion  was  seconded  and  approved  for  reconsideration.] 

P.  LaVerne  Sweat  (Norfolk  State  University):  If  this  body  would 
like  to  adopt  the  Division  I  20-year  rule,  which  is  not  sports  specific, 
then  we  ought  to  adopt  that  rule  across  the  board  for  all  sports  and 
not  limit  it  to  track  and  field,  which  is  discriminatory  to  track  and 
field  athletes. 

We  have  just  cleaned  up  some  of  the  problems  of  international  ath¬ 
letes  with  Proposal  No.  71  that  certifies  international  students  in 
terms  of  amateurism.  So  I  don’t  think  that  we  ought  to  pick  a  sport, 
apply  that  ruling  to  it  and  not  apply  it  across  the  board.  If  this  Con¬ 
vention  wants  the  20-year  rule,  then  we  ought  to  bring  it  back  next 
year  for  all  sports  and  not  for  track  and  field.  We  have  older  athletes 
in  soccer,  we  have  older  athletes  in  basketball,  we  have  older  ath¬ 
letes  in  other  sports  and  we  should  not  relegate  that  rule  to  track 
and  field  only.  I  urge  you  to  reconsider  that  proposal  and  defeat  it. 
Thank  you. 

James  Fallis  (University  of  Northern  Colorado):  I  would  urge  you 
to  remember  what  your  coaches  asked  for.  This  was  something  that 
was  brought  forward  by  the  coaches.  It  was  considered  by  cross  coun¬ 
try  and  indoor  and  the  outdoor  track  coaches  and  was  strongly  sup¬ 
ported.  This  isn’t  also  an  issue  of  access  and  equality  for  the  individ¬ 
uals  who  are  participating  here  in  the  48  and  50  states.  So  it’s  not  an 
issue  of  eligibility  as  the  previous  speaker  referred  to  in  71.  Proposal 
71  deals  with  eligibility  academically,  it  doesn’t  have  to  deal  with  the 
eligibility  of  the  individual  athletically.  So  I  would  urge  the  body  to 
maintain  the  previous  support  of  this  proposal  and  that  we  vote  in 
the  affirmative. 

William  R.  Trumbo  (University  of  Hawaii  at  Hilo):  I  am  glad  Jim 
included  our  48th  and  50th  states  in  his  comments.  I  would  ask  for 
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your  support  in  opposing  this  measure  simply  because  of  the  difficul¬ 
ty  of  certifying  what  is  organized  competition.  Given  the  various 
records  of  international  students,  it  is  difficult  to  document.  It  be¬ 
comes  incumbent  upon  the  individual  institution  as  to  what  kind  of 
research  it  puts  in  to  certify  records.  I  think  there  would  be  a  lot  of 
inconsistencies  in  certifying  when  and  where  organized  competition 
occurred  in  an  international  format. 

Thomas  G.  Pucci  (California  University  of  Pennsylvania):  I  ini¬ 
tially  voted  for  this  legislation,  but  if  you  look  at  it  more  closely  I  am 
very  concerned.  I  don’t  like  the  interpretation  on  14.2.4.6.2  where  it 
talks  about  road  racing.  It  says,  "a  prospective  student-athlete  who 
participates  in  road  racing  activities  after  the  student’s  20th  birth¬ 
day  and  prior  to  enrollment  in  a  member  institution  shall  be  charged 
with  at  least  one  year  of  eligibility.  ...”  Does  that  mean  a  "run  for 
fun”  or  something  like  that  that  is  classified  as  a  road  race?  It  does? 
This  piece  of  legislation  that  we  have  passed  would  affect  many 
American  young  people  who  are  20  years  or  older.  Many  of  us  may 
have  been  21  years  or  22  years  old  and  deferred  going  to  college.  We 
may  not  have  eligibility  left  because  we  participated  in  a  heart  or 
cancer  society  run  for  fun  or  something  like  this.  1  don’t  think  it  s 
good  legislation.  I  think  that  this  legislation  does  not  do  what  we 
want  it  to  do.  It’s  to  put  a  stop  to  the  foreign  students  coming  in  who 
are  28  to  30  years  old  and  are  really  professional. athletes  coming 
into  Division  II.  This  doesn’t  do  this.  I  think  this  really  hurts  many 
of  the  older  student-athletes  who  can  find  a  home  in  Division  II  who 
could  not  participate  m  Division  I. 

G.  Jean  Cerra  (Barry  University):  I  agree  with  the  previous 
speaker.  1  think  71  has  indeed  cleared  up  the  matter  of  eligibility, 
what’s  going  to  count  and  how  many  years  of  eligibility  are  remain¬ 
ing.  In  addition,  I  think  that  all  of  us  are  aware  if  the  student  profile 
on  each  of  our  campuses  has  increased  dramatically  in  terms  of  the 
average  age  of  the  student  attending  our  institutions.  If  our  institu¬ 
tions  should  choose  to  admit  older  students,  including  international 
students,  then  those  same  students  should  not  be  denied  the  benefit 
of  athletics  participation  when  all  of  the  other  benefits  for  extracur¬ 
ricular  activities  are  available  to  them  on  campus. 

Wallace  Jackson  (Southern  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conference): 
We  keep  talking  about  the  older,  more  experienced  athlete.  I  would 
challenge  the  body  here  to  check  the  ages  of  the  people  who  place  in 
the  top  six  of  the  national  championships.  You  will  find  that  that’s 
not  the  case.  I  think  you  have  got  two  central  issues  here.  One  is  the 
issue  of  who  has  access  to  international  athletes,  the  second  issue  is 
that,  in  fact,  an  international  athlete  has  a  right  to  participate  in 
what  we  call  the  "Land  of  Opportunity,”  the  50  states  along  with  the 
District  of  Columbia. 

I  submit  to  you  that  this  legislation,  while  intended  to  affect  inter¬ 
national  students,  has  dramatic  effects  against  the  people  in  the 
United  States,  which  is  not  what  it  is  intended  to  do.  Frankly,  I  don’t 
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think  we  should  have  this  type  of  decisive  legislation  proposed.  I 
think  it  is  incumbent  upon  this  body  to  realize  that  this  legislation  is 
innane  as  well  as  jejune.  We  should  oppose  it  very  vociferously. 

Joseph  T.  Donahue  (California  State  University,  Stanislaus): 
While  this  discussion  is  indeed  mesmerizing,  it  is  also  very  contro¬ 
versial.  I  believe  it  would  be  wise  for  us  to  table  it  at  this  time.  If  I 
could  get  a  second  for  a  motion  to  table,  we  have  got  a  business  ses¬ 
sion  tomorrow.  We  can  discuss  it  this  afternoon,  this  evening,  and 
come  back  and  continue  this  discussion  tomorrow. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  I  am  being  advised  that  what  you  want  is  a  mo¬ 
tion  to  postpone  rather  than  table. 

Mr.  Donahue:  Whatever  it  is  that  gets  it  on  the  agenda  tomorrow 
morning  instead  of  right  this  moment.  1  move  to  postpone  this. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Ms.  Sweat:  I  would  like  to  oppose  postponing  this.  I  understand 
the  reasons  why  some  of  us  want  to  postpone  this.  We  are  not  going 
to  have  all  of  these  people  to  vote  on  this  tomorrow.  I  think  the  strat¬ 
egy  is  to  wait  until  tomorrow  and  then  maybe  this  will  not  pass.  I 
think  we  need  to  get  it  out  of  the  way  today.  It  needs  to  be  voted  on 
now  either  up  or  down  and  not  wait  until  tomorrow. 

Unidentified  Delegate:  I  would  like  to  echo  the  same  sentiments 
as  the  previous  speaker.  We  discussed  this.  I  think  we  all  had  a 
chance  to  relook  at  this  legislation.  I  just  think  it’s  a  stalling  tactic. 
Let’s  get  on  with  it  and  let’s  vote  on  it. 

[The  motion  to  postpone  a  vote  on  Proposal  71  was  defeated.] 
[Proposal  No.  62  (Page  A-85)  was  defeated  upon  reconsideration 
by  Division  II,  69-132,  two  abstentions.] 

Lynn  L.  Dorn  (North  Dakota  State  University):  Before  you  leave, 
if  I  could  just  have  your  attention  for  one  moment,  please.  Although 
tribute  was  paid  to  Chuck  from  a  member  of  the  floor,  on  behalf  of 
the  Council  for  Division  II,  I’d  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  extend 
to  you,  Chuck,  again  our  appreciation.  We  talk  about  a  menu  being 
full,  this  particular  man  was  involved  in  everything  from  the  selec¬ 
tion  of  the  executive  director  to  serving  as  a  cochair  of  your  restruc¬ 
turing  task  force.  So,  Chuck,  I  hope  that  in  some  small  way  you  can 
appreciate  our  tribute  and  sincere  appreciation  to  you.  On  behalf  of 
the  Council,  Chuck,  thank  you  very  much  for  everything  that  you 
have  done. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  Thank  you  all  very  much.  We  stand  adjourned. 
[The  meeting  was  recessed.  1 

Tuesday  Morning,  January  10, 1995 

The  meeting  was  called  to  order  at  9  a  m  with  Charles  N.  Linde¬ 
menn  presiding. 

OPENING  REMARKS 

Mr.  Lindemenn  (Humboldt  State  University):  Good  morning,  it’s 
time  to  go.  I  understand  that  it  is  the  chair’s  prerogative  to  restruc¬ 
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ture  the  agenda  as  he  sees  fit  on  these  occasions.  Since  this  is  my 
last  hurrah,  I  am  going  to  do  that.  Apparently  it’s  customary  at  the 
end  of  a  session  like  this  to  provide  a  brief  summary  of  some  of  the 
things  that  have  gone  on  during  my  tenure  and  summarize  some  of 
the  things  that  we  have  accomplished.  That  normally  comes  at  the 
end  of  the  program.  I  am  going  to  do  it  first.  I  am  going  to  do  that  for 
two  reasons 

First  of  all,  it’s  difficult  for  me  to  do  that  kind  of  thing.  I  want  to 
get  it  over  with.  Secondly,  I  want  us  to  have  as  much  time  as  we  can 
to  discuss  the  issues  today.  I  want  our  discussions  to  be  open-ended. 
If  you  get  tired  of  it  and  you  want  to  walk  out,  walk.  If  you  want  to 
stay  and  you  still  have  questions  about  the  issues  of  the  day,  move 
toward  the  front  and  we  will  stay  until  nobody’s  left.  So  I  want  us  to 
take  as  much  time  as  it  takes  to  make  sure  you  have  had  an  opportu¬ 
nity  to  hear  as  much  as  you  need  to  about  what’s  going  on  around  us. 

So  here’s  how  our  agenda  is  going  to  go.  After  the  summary  of 
some  of  our  accomplishments,  we  will  have  our  annual  report  on 
championships.  I  will  ask  Jerry  Hughes  to  provide  that  report  for  us. 
Then  we  will  move  to  the  discussion  of  restructuring.  President 
Adam  Herbert  will  join  me  up  here  to  moderate  that  discussion.  As  I 
said,  we  will  stay  as  long  as  you  want  to  talk  on  that.  At  that  point, 
I’d  like  to  ask  all  of  the  members  of  the  restructuring  committee  for 
Division  II  to  join  us  on  the  dais  so  you  will  have  some  idea  of  who’s 
involved  in  this  discussion  and  if  you  have  issues  of  concern.  Having 
seen  the  people,  maybe  you  can  catch  them  in  the  hallway  and  ex¬ 
press  your  concerns. 

Following  that,  we’ll  have  a  brief  report  on  athletics  certification. 
My  understanding  is  that  David  O’Toole  and  Rita  Castagna  from  the 
Council  will  come  up  here  and  give  a  brief  report  on  that.  Following 
that,  we  will  have  issues  related  to  academic  performance  of  Division 
II  student-athletes.  We  have  some  very,  very  interesting  information 
on  that.  Rich  Johanningmeier  is  prepared  to  give  you  a  report  on 
that  Following  that,  any  other  topics  that  might  be  of  interest  to  the 
membership  can  be  addressed.  It  might  be  an  opportunity  to  talk 
about  such  things  as  tuition  and  fee-based  scholarships.  Anything 
you  want  to  bring  up  we  can  talk  about  at  that  point  in  time. 

REPORTS 

Executive  Committee 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  First  of  all,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  my  frequent- 
flier  status.  I  have  flown  about  100,000  miles  each  of  the  last  two 
years.  I  am  now  a  premier  executive  flier  on  United  Airlines.  I  want 
you  to  know  that  the  airlines  are  treating  me  very  nicely 

Over  the  last  two  years,  I  have  spent  about  250  days  involved  in 
business  of  this  Association.  We’ve  had  over  150  meetings,  both  in- 
person  and  on  the  phone.  It’s  been  a  wonderful  experience.  There 
have  been  some  unexpected  happenings.  I  don’t  think  anyone  could 
have  anticipated  that  we  would  be  involved  in  the  unexpected  retire- 
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ment  of  an  executive  director  of  this  Association  and  the  process  of 
hiring  a  new  one.  That  was  one  of  the  most  challenging  periods  of  my 
life.  It  was,  on  the  one  hand,  traumatic  and  on  the  other  hand  exhila¬ 
rating.  I  think  the  outcome  has  been  wonderful  for  this  Association  I 
think  Cedric  Dempsey  is  an  extraordinary  individual.  I  think  he’s 
doing  a  wonderful  job  in  the  service  of  this  Association  He  has  the 
perspective  of  a  CEO  and  the  experience  of  an  athletics  professional. 
I  don’t  know  how  you  can  do  better  than  that  combination. 

We  have  had  some  new  opportunities  over  the  last  two  years. 
Those  opportunities  have  emerged  as  communication  links  or  net¬ 
works  within  this  division  and  within  this  Association.  It  simply 
didn’t  exist  previously.  We  established  a  group  called  the  Joint  Policy 
Board.  That  board  was  established  to  tie  the  Council  and  the  Presi¬ 
dents  Commission  together.  We  have  had  some  rocky  times  in  that 
association  but  I  think  it  is  taking  us  in  the  direction  that  we  need  to 
go,  a  direction  in  which  presidential  control  of  this  Association  is  ex¬ 
erted,  but  in  which  we  find  a  meaningful  way  for  presidents  to  inter¬ 
act  without  having  to  become  embroiled  in  the  minutia  that  those  of 
us  who  are  athletics  professionals  always  find  ourselves  embroiled  in 
on  a  daily  basis.  I  think  those  presidents  who  have  served  on  the 
Council  will  acknowledge  that  the  degree  of  specificity  that  they 
have  to  get  into  in  order  to  help  govern  this  Association  is  probably 
not  where  they  would  like  to  be  or  where  they  belong.  On  the  other 
hand,  I  think  the  Presidents  Commission  acknowledges  that  often 
simplicity  is  very  complex.  I  think  our  Proposals  22  through  25  indi¬ 
cated  that  yesterday.  The  Presidents  Commission  for  Division  II, 
under  the  leadership  first  of  Don  Lubbers  and  now  Judith  Ramaley, 
has  moved  a  tremendous  distance  in  recognizing  some  of  the  ways  in 
which  Division  II  is  distinct  from  Division  I  in  beginning  to  formu¬ 
late  policy  for  this  division.  I  am  very  excited  about  the  possibilities 
that  exist  there.  To  the  degree  that  I  have  had  an  opportunity  to  cre¬ 
ate  a  communications  link  between  the  steering  committee  and  the 
Presidents  Commission,  I  think  the  Association  will  be  well-served  I 
have  been  very  impressed  with  the  fact  that  organizations  like 
NACDA,  some  of  our  coaching  groups  and  our  commissioners  associ¬ 
ation  have  all  begun  to  play  a  role  in  making  all  of  us  more  aware  of 
the  issues  of  the  day  and  tying  us  together  in  ways  that  may  not 
have  been  tried  before.  I  will  tell  you  what,  the  leadership  in  each  of 
those  groups  is  doing  an  outstanding  job  to  make  Division  II  a  better 
division  and  this  a  better  Association. 

In  the  area  of  championships  and  the  Executive  Committee,  Jerry 
will  give  you  details,  but  there  are  some  things  that  are  very  excit¬ 
ing.  In  the  last  two  years,  I  have  had  an  opportunity  to  help  to  pro¬ 
vide  Division  II— Jerry  will  probably  be  able  to  give  you 
specifics— with  an  increase  in  championships  opportunities  for 
youngsters  in  Division  II  by  close  to  1,000.  We  got  about  250  new  op¬ 
portunities  for  kids  in  basketball  last  year  alone.  That’s  very  exciting 
to  me.  We  were  able  to  bring  drug  testing  to  our  football  programs. 
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Some  of  you  may  not  think  that  is  an  important  factor.  When  we 
looked  at  the  statistics,  we  realized  that  in  Division  I  after  the  imple¬ 
mentation  of  random  drug  testing,  the  amount  of  steroid  use  in  Divi¬ 
sion  I  dropped  by  65  to  70  percent.  In  Division  II,  there  was  no  drop 
at  all.  Steroid  use  among  football  players  in  Division  II  remains  at 
the  level  that  Division  I  was  prior  to  the  time  that  it  implemented 
drug  testing.  I  believe  that  random  drug  testing  across  all  of  our  foot¬ 
ball  programs  will  have  the  same  impact  in  Division  II  that  it  had  in 
Division  1. 1  think  that’s  worth  watching.  It’s  expensive,  but  our  Divi¬ 
sion  I  colleagues  understood  the  problem,  and  they  were  willing  to 
join  us  in  funding  support. 

I  don’t  know  how  many  of  you  realize  that  the  honors  banquet  this 
year  was  the  first  time  we  had  Tbday's  Top  VIII  instead  of  Today’s  Top 
VI.  Some  people  told  us  that  would  never  happen.  But  I  will  tell  you 
what,  we  had  a  Division  II  and  a  Division  III  representative  up  there 
and  I  hope  you  were  as  proud  as  I  was  of  Chris  Hatcher  from  Valdos¬ 
ta  State.  If  he  wasn’t  equal  or  better  than  the  representatives  from 
Division  I,  then  I  am  not  a  good  judge  of  statistics  and  a  good  judge  of 
character.  I  was  very  pleased  to  see  him  up  there.  I  thought  the  two 
individuals  who  were  selected  from  Divisions  II  and  III  represented 
this  Association  and  represented  these  divisions  very,  very  well. 

Another  thing  you  may  not  have  noticed,  we  did  not  have  one  sin¬ 
gle  waiver  for  membership  at  this  Convention.  I  think  that’s  the  first 
time,  certainly  the  first  time  in  my  tenure.  I  think  it  may  be  the  first 
time  in  history.  Provisional  membership  is  working.  Those  individual 
schools  that  want  to  come  into  the  Association  now  come  in  as  provi¬ 
sional  members  and  spend  three  years  trying  to  position  themselves 
for  full  membership.  That’s  working  and  working  very  well.  Every 
one  of  those  institutions  is  conducting  an  institutional  self-study  that 
has  to  be  signed  off  by  the  chief  executive  officer  of  that  institution 
It  is  being  reviewed  by  a  subcommittee  of  the  Council.  They  have  to 
be  at  the  Convention.  They  have  to  be  at  the  compliance  seminars. 
When  they  come  into  this  Association,  I  think  all  of  us  can  be  com¬ 
fortable  that  they  have  been  fully  indoctrinated  into  Division  II  and 
.will  meet  all  of  the  provisions  that  Division  II  requires.  I  think  that 
is  very  exciting. 

The  CBS  contract,  $1.72  billion.  We  didn’t  negotiate  it,  but  we  are 
going  to  benefit  from  it.  One  of  the  things  that  I  am  most  pleased  with 
is  the  commitment  that  Division  I,  Division  II  and  Division  III  officers 
have  made  to  the  notion  that  all  divisions  will  benefit  in  the  propor¬ 
tion  that  they  benefit  currently  from  the  dollars  we  receive  in  TV  rev¬ 
enues.  Jerry  and  others  who  participate  on  the  Executive  Committee 
will  act  soon  and  act  appropriately  to  see  that  the  moneys  that  come  to 
us  are  used  in  an  appropriate  manner.  I  don’t  know  how  many  of  you 
realize  this,  but  each  institution  in  Division  II  on  average  benefits  to 
the  tune  of  about  $35,000  from  the  moneys  that  come  to  us  from 
championships  and  an  enhancement  each  year.  That  amount  of  money 
is  likely  to  nearly  double  as  a  result  of  the  TV  contract. 
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The  NCAA  has  no  honorary  assignments.  Every  committee  I  have 
had  the  pleasure  to  work  on  is  a  working  committee.  The  most  grati¬ 
fying  part  of  having  the  position  that  I  have  had  is  having  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  work  with  people  with  such  quality  and  commitment.  It 
makes  this  a  very,  very  enjoyable  task.  One  of  the  things  that  I  think 
is  most  important  to  note,  ours  is  not  an  individual  sport.  This  is  a 
team  effort.  I  have  been  very,  very  pleased  and  gratified  to  be  a  part 
of  such  wonderful  teams. 

I  want  us  to  look  to  the  future.  I  want  us  to  recognize  the  great  op¬ 
portunities  that  I  think  are  available  to  us.  We  are  going  to  have  an 
opportunity  through  restructuring  for  greater  autonomy,  better  ac¬ 
cess  to  governance  and  more  opportunities  for  members  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  governance  process.  I  think  we  are  going  to  see  budget 
and  financial  enhancements  that  can  perhaps  for  the  first  time  re¬ 
flect  our  philosophy  and  our  values. 

As  you  know,  enhancement  moneys  that  have  come  to  us  in  the 
past  have  come  as  basketball  enhancements  and  reflective  of  Division 
I.  We  have  divided  our  resources  according  to  our  place  as  conferences 
and  institutions  in  men’s  basketball  championships.  In  the  future,  I 
think  we  will  have  the  opportunity  to  decide  how  our  moneys  are  best 
utilized  and  how  enhancements  might  best  reflect  the  values  of  this 
Association  and  this  Division  II.  I  think  that’s  a  very,  very  exciting 
possibility.  We  are  going  to  have  the  ability  to  draft  rules  that  are  spe¬ 
cific  to  our  division  without  regard  to  what  Divisions  I  or  III  are 
doing.  I  think  we  will  have  new  opportunities  that  revenue  will  pro¬ 
vide  us.  I  believe  we  are  going  to  see  greater  access  to  both  national 
and  regional  television  and  I  will  tell  you  why.  The  NCAA  is  even 
thinking  about  having  an  NCAA  channel.  I  think  Division  II  and 
even  Division  III  will  prosper  from  those  kinds  of  possibilities. 

There  are  some  challenges  before  us.  Increased  membership  is 
going  to  be  a  challenge.  Some  think  that  the  NAIA  is  the  source  of 
that  challenge.  I  believe  it’s  one  of  two  sources.  I  think  we  are  also 
going  to  see  some  shifts  in  membership  within  this  Association.  You 
may  have  heard  yesterday  when  Ken  Shaw  gave  the  report  from  Di¬ 
vision  I  on  restructuring  that  there  was  no  interest  at  this  point  in 
changing  membership  requirements  in  Division  I.  But  you  may  have 
also  noted  that  he  did  not  rule  out  the  possibility  that  after  restruc¬ 
turing  was  accomplished,  there  might  be  an  opportunity  to  revisit 
membership  criteria.  I  hope  you  noted  that.  I  think  we  will  see  the 
consequences  of  it  in  years  to  come.  We  are  going  to  have  to  pay  care¬ 
ful  attention  to  that.  I  think  we  are  going  to  have  to  prepare  our¬ 
selves  for  that  eventuality. 

We  also  are  going  to  have  to  look  at  the  diversity  of  our  member¬ 
ship.  I  am  not  sure  the  point  at  which  we  reach  some  critical  mass 
and  the  point  at  which  this  assembly  might  become  unmanageable 
due  to  size.  But  I  think  it’s  something  we  are  going  to  have  to  pay 
careful  attention  to.  I  think  we  are  going  to  have  to  pay  careful  at¬ 
tention  to  the  degree  to  which  we  are  like-minded.  I  think  yesterday 
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was  a  clear  indication  of  the  degree  of  homogeneity  that  we  might 
have  within  this  Association.  I  think  that’s  wonderful.  I  think  that’s 
one  of  the  reasons  why  Division  II  is  so  strong.  I  think  Division  II  is 
developing  its  own  personality  But  I  think  we  are  also  going  to  have 
to  watch  very  carefully  as  new  members  come  to  us  from  the  NAIA 
and  new  members  who  may  trickle  down  from  Division  I  that  we 
don’t  become  so  large  and  so  diverse  that  we  no  longer  are  able  to  re¬ 
flect  the  values  and  the  fundamental  values  that  this  group  of  people 
shares. 

I  think  new  money  brings  with  it  new  challenges.  We  are  going  to 
have  to  be  very  careful  about  how  we  use  that  money.  I  hope  we  can 
remain  enlightened.  I  hope  that  the  money  and  the  use  of  the  money 
will  continue  to  reflect  the  values  that  we  share.  I  hope  that  the  use 
of  that  money  will  not  drive  us  in  some  of  the  ways  that  our  Division 
I  colleagues  have  been  driven.  I  think  we  are  going  to  see  increased 
pressure  brought  to  bear  and  I  think  we  are  going  to  have  to  work 
diligently  under  that  pressure  to  achieve  gender  equity  in  this  divi¬ 
sion  and  to  diversify  in  this  division  to  reflect  the  needs  of  our  stu¬ 
dent-athletes. 

Our  greatest  assets  are  those  of  you  in  this  room.  I  believe  sincere¬ 
ly  it's  your  commitment,  your  talent  and  your  perspective  that  will 
guide  this  Association  in  the  future.  I  have  been  very  pleased  to  be  a 
part  of  the  process.  It’s  been  a  joyous  experience  for  me.  I  look  for¬ 
ward  to  our  future  more  than  you  can  know.  I  want  us  to  never  forget 
what  this  is  all  about — providing  our  kids  an  opportunity  to  play. 
Thank  you. 

Championships 

Mr*  Lindemenn:  I  don’t  know  how  many  of  you  realize  that  Jerry 
has  been  engaged  in  some  function  for  this  Association  for  as  long  as 
I  have  been  alive.  As  you  can  see,  he’s  a  lot  older  than  I  am.  Jerry 
was  vice-president  of  the  Association  two  terms  before  me.  When  I 
first  came  on  to  the  Council,  he  was  selected  as  a  member  of  the  Ex¬ 
ecutive  Committee  and  has  served  ably  in  that  capacity  for  the  last 
four  years.  So  he’s  as  knowledgeable  as  any  person  in  the  Association 
about  Division  II  and  about  how  this  whole  thing  works.  If  you  don’t 
think  you  have  got  a  powerful  voice  on  the  Executive  Committee,  I 
am  here  to  tell  you,  you  do.  Jerry  Hughes. 

Jerry  M.  Hughes  (Central  Missouri  State  University):  Thank 
you,  Chuck.  I  have  enjoyed  working  with  Chuck  in  the  last  two  years 
and  prior  to  him  Tony  Ceddia  from  Shippensburg.  We  have  made 
some  accomplishments  in  the  Executive  Committee,  but  it’s  only  be¬ 
cause  we  have  had  strong  vice-presidents  to  get  in  there  and  help  me 
battle  the  Division  I  folks  We  have  done  our  homework,  had  good 
staff  help  and  the  help  of  Dennie  Poppe,  who  gets  the  information  for 
us  to  put  our  points  forward.  When  you  have  the  information,  it  is 
hard  for  those  Division  I  folks  to  argue  with  you.  They  try,  but  it’s 
hard  for  them  to  argue  with  you.  I  will  outline  some  of  the  accom¬ 
plishments  of  the  Championships  Committee  this  past  year. 
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On  the  Championships  Committee  this  past  year  was  Clint  Bryant 
of  Augusta  College.  Of  course,  Clint  is  probably  out  working  on  his 
man-to-man  defense  or  something.  Rita  Castagna  from  Assumption 
College.  Chuck  from  Humboldt  State  and  Noel  Olson  from  the  North 
Central  Conference.  All  of  these  individuals  were  of  tremendous  help 
and  support  in  presenting  your  views  to  the  Championships  Commit¬ 
tee  and  giving  Chuck  and  myself  the  information  we  needed  to  take 
forward  to  the  Executive  Committee  this  past  year. 

During  the  1993-94  academic  year,  170  of  the  252  Division  II 
teams  or  institutions,  5,148  student-athletes,  and  22  men’s  and 
women’s  championships  represented  our  division.  Sixty-seven  per¬ 
cent  of  our  membership  had  either  a  team  or  an  individual  student- 
athlete  in  an  NCAA  championship  in  Division  II.  That  was  a  five- 
percent  increase  from  1992-93.  For  comparison,  Division  I  had  79 
percent  of  their  institutions  represented,  and  Division  III  had  65  per¬ 
cent  of  their  institutions  represented. 

Our  institutions  were  reimbursed  $2.47  million  in  transportation 
and  $1.4  million  in  per  diem  this  past  year  Contrary  to  the  trend  in 
recent  years,  transportation  expenses  were  actually  reduced  this 
past  year.  We  spent  $2.76  million  in  1992-93,  and  $2.47  this  past 
year  in  transportation.  We  believe  that  the  decrease  can  be  attribut¬ 
ed  in  part  to  the  selection  in  championship  sites  that  are  in  closer 
proximity  to  championship  participants,  better  discounts  from  the 
airlines  and  regionalization.  Some  of  the  major  issues  that  we  faced 
this  past  year  and  all  of  our  minutes  have  been  published  in  The 
NCAA  News.  But  I  want  to  highlight  some  of  the  topics  that  we  dis¬ 
cussed  and  then  we  will  open  up  the  floor  for  questions. 

The  1993-94  season  was  the  second  year  of  the  regionalization  con¬ 
cept,  which  requires  all  governing  sports  committees  to  select  and 
pair  teams  within  their  regions.  The  committee  implemented  region¬ 
alization  due  to  the  limited  amount  of  interregional  competition  and 
lack  of  comparative  data  between  teams  located  in  different  regions 
of  the  country.  In  short,  it  was  impossible  to  compare  teams  located 
in  Massachusetts  with  teams  that  come  from  California.  As  I  men¬ 
tioned  earlier,  it  is  the  committee’s  belief  that  one  of  the  positive 
side-effects  of  regionalization  has  been  the  decreased  transportation 
costs,  which  should  have  an  effect  on  regular-season  travel  costs 
since  it  is  no  longer  necessary  to  play  a  national  schedule  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  for  selection  in  a  championship.  The  committee  has  been 
pleased  with  the  success  of  the  regionalization  concept.  Although  re¬ 
gionalization  is  a  simple  concept,  several  questions  have  been  raised 
during  the  past  year  regarding  some  of  the  basic  administrative  pro¬ 
cedures  used  to  conduct  NCAA  championships. 

The  procedures  used  for  Division  II  championships  are  somewhat 
different  than  what  Divisions  I  and  III  use.  During  our  May  meeting, 
this  topic  was  discussed.  For  Divisions  I  and  III,  it  was  determined 
that  when  pairing  participants  in  preliminary  competitions,  teams 
could  be  paired  outside  of  their  regions  in  order  to  avoid  air  travel 
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whenever  possible.  For  Division  II,  since  regionalization  requires  that 
teams  be  paired  within  regions,  governing  sports  committees  may  not 
pair  a  team  against  a  team  from  another  region.  A  Division  II  sports 
committee  may  consider  seeding  when  making  its  pairing  but  it  must 
still  take  into  consideration  geographical  proximity  within  its  region 
unless  it  has  been  granted  a  waiver  from  the  Executive  Committee. 

For  your  information,  men’s  and  women’s  basketball,  football  and 
women’s  soccer  have  been  granted  waivers.  It  was  the  committee’s 
opinion  that  this  not  only  enhances  regionalization  but  ensures  that 
every  region  will  have  a  representative  at  the  national  finals. 

in  an  effort  to  promote  regionalization,  the  committee  reviewed 
the  practice  of  sports  committees  seeding  teams  once  they  reached 
the  national  finals.  Some  committees  have  established  a  yearly  rota¬ 
tion  system  of  pairing  teams  by  region  they  represented;  however, 
others  still  paired  teams  according  to  their  rankings.  It  was  the  opin¬ 
ion  of  the  committee  that  seeding  at  the  finals  was  in  conflict  with 
the  concept  of  regionalization.  Specifically,  it  raised  the  question  of 
how  could  a  sports  committee  compare  a  team  from  one  part  of  the 
country  with  a  team  from  another  region  if  there  had  been  no  head- 
to-head  or  common  opponents.  Therefore,  the  committee  determined 
that  all  sports  committees  should  develop  a  yearly  rotation  system  of 
pairings  by  regions  for  all  finals  competition  One  of  the  major  suc¬ 
cesses  we  feel  in  the  past  year  was  the  basketball  bracket  expansion. 
As  you  know,  a  year  ago  we  discussed  the  play-ins  That  we  imple¬ 
mented  this  past  year  where  the  first-round  games  were  played  on 
our  own  dime.  But  during  our  August  meeting,  because  of  the  suc¬ 
cess  of  the  play-ins,  I  think  all  of  us  knew  we  would  have  success  at 
the  play-ins.  The  Executive  Committee  approved  bracket  expansion 
for  men’s  and  women’s  basketball  from  32  to  48  teams.  This  recom¬ 
mendation  was  approved  based  on  significant  growth  in  the  Division 
II  membership.  The  Division  II  Championships  Committee  did  adopt 
the  policy  that  it  would  not  consider  expansion  to  this  level  for  any 
other  sport  unless  it  was  sponsored  by  98  percent  of  the  membership. 
So  the  men’s  and  women’s  basketball  48-team  bracket  is  only  avail¬ 
able  to  a  98  percent  sponsorship  level. 

As  you  might  recall  last  year,  I  reported  that  the  Executive  Com¬ 
mittee  had  adopted  a  new  procedure  to  address  bracket  expansion 
for  team  championships  and  field  sizes  for  individual  championships. 
This  was  a  result  of  an  extensive  study  by  the  Executive  Committee 
of  the  championships  program.  The  end  result  was  that  the  bracket 
sizes  for  team  championships  would  be  based  on  a  percentage  of 
member  institutions  sponsoring  that  sport  and  for  individual  cham¬ 
pionships.  Field  sizes  were  adjusted  to  ensure  that  they  were  compa¬ 
rable  in  men’s  and  women’s  championships. 

In  the  past,  sports  committees  would  periodically  and  sometimes 
often  submit  requests  for  bracket  or  field-size  expansion.  The  new 
policy  provides  the  championship  committee  an  opportunity  to  re¬ 
view  the  sponsorship  levels  and  other  factors  during  its  December 
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meeting  of  each  year  after  the  previous  year’s  participation  data 
have  been  accumulated.  If  after  its  review  the  championships  com¬ 
mittee  determines  that  a  championship  might  be  expanded,  it  will 
request  that  the  respective  sports  committees  submit  a  plan  as  to 
how  bracket  or  field-size  expansion  should  occur,  which  would  in¬ 
clude  format  revisions,  date  changes,  et  cetera. 

During  our  review  of  sports  sponsorship  at  this  past  December 
meeting,  the  committee  knew  that  women’s  soccer  had  a  39-percent 
sponsorship  in  the  membership.  According  to  the  committee’s  spon¬ 
sorship  levels,  women’s  soccer  could  be  considered  for  an  increase 
from  a  16-  to  an  18-team  bracket,  therefore,  the  Division  II  Champi¬ 
onships  Committee  has  asked  the  Women’s  Soccer  Committee  to  sub¬ 
mit  a  proposal  regarding  the  possibility  of  bracket  expansion  for  con¬ 
sideration  at  our  May  1995  meeting.  Also,  in  an  effort  to  provide  an 
equal  number  of  events  for  men’s  and  women’s  indoor  and  outdoor 
track  and  field  championships,  the  Championships  Committee  has 
asked  the  Division  II  track  and  field  subcommittee  to  submit  a  pro¬ 
posal  regarding  the  addition  of  the  20-pound  weight  throw  to  the  Di¬ 
vision  II  indoor  track  championship  and  the  addition  of  the  hammer 
throw  to  the  outdoor  championship. 

These  are  some  of  our  accomplishments  this  past  year  I  will  be 
happy  to  answer  any  questions  that  anyone  might  ask. 

Anthony  F.  Ceddia  (Shippensburg  University  of  Pennsylvania): 
Jerry,  thank  you  for  the  comprehensive  report. 

I’d  like  to  ask  a  question  and  raise  an  issue  with  the  Division  II 
membership  this  morning.  I  would  ask  that  we  look  at  Proposal  105 
on  page  125.  Jerry,  I  would  raise  the  question  with  you  as  a  repre¬ 
sentative  on  the  Championships  Committee  why  we  cannot  support 
105.  I  know  the  Executive  Committee  has  been  on  record  regarding 
reducing  championships  where  there  is  not  enough  participation. 
But  the  fact  of  the  matter  is,  we  are  committed  to  gender  equity  in 
this  Association  I  hope  very  strongly  and  especially  at  the  Division  II 
level. 

We  have  a  situation  in  several  women’s  sports,  most  notably  field 
hockey,  where  at  the  Division  II  level  we  are  struggling  to  keep  that 
sport  alive  What  105  requests  is  simply  that  the  championships  be 
continued  in  certain  sports  through  the  1998-99  year.  Recognizing 
that  we  don’t  have  the  number  of  teams  that  perhaps  we  would  like 
to  have  based  upon  the  formulas  we  have  been  using,  I  think  that  at 
times  an  Association  like  this  and  especially  a  group  like  we  have 
gathered  in  this  room  has  to  make  decisions  that  perhaps  are  con¬ 
trary  to  what  an  established  policy  might  be  because  of  certain  cir¬ 
cumstances.  I  think  that  because  of  the  gender-equity  issue.  We 
ought  to  support  105  in  spite  of  the  Executive  Committee’s  negative 
reaction  to  it. 

Jerry,  you  might,  if  you  would  for  us,  please  share  why  the  Execu¬ 
tive  Committee  would  not  support  105.  Then  perhaps  I  could  ask  an¬ 
other  question  of  you  in  response  to  that.  But  I  would  hope  that  this 
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group  today  would  pay  attention  to  this  issue  so  that  this  afternoon 
when  it  does  come  up,  Division  II  could  solidly  support  105.  Thank 
you. 

Mr.  Hughes:  Tony,  as  you  recall,  when  the  membership  structure 
issue  went  in  and  some  of  these  championships  were  formed  in  the 
early  1990s,  this  was  the  threshold  year  that  the  sponsorship  levels 
were  either  supposed  to  be  at  or  near  40  percent  or  the  champi¬ 
onships  would  be  discontinued.  As  you  note,  there  are  other  champi¬ 
onships  that  are  falling  by  the  wayside.  It’s  just  been  the  position  of 
the  Executive  Committee  that  if  they  don’t  have  40  they  are  discon¬ 
tinued.  Now,  obviously  Division  II  can  choose  to  support  105  this  af¬ 
ternoon.  I  know  you  know  how  it  is  in  the  Executive  Committee  ses¬ 
sions  when  the  votes  are  10,  10,  and  two.  It’s  very  difficult  in  there. 
But  I  think  if  Division  II  feels  this  is  important  to  continue  this 
championship,  they  should  support  105. 

Mr.  Ceddia:  I  think  your  point  is  well  taken,  Jerry.  That’s  why  I 
am  rising  to  speak  this  morning  because  I  think  this  afternoon  we 
ought  to  make  a  case  m  Division  II  that  this  ought  to  be  supported. 
As  we  get  to  the  next  item  on  the  agenda,  which  is  restructuring  I 
think  it’s  clear  that  we  have  got  to  do  something  in  the  restructuring 
process  that  gives  us  a  stronger  voice  either  on  what  might  be  a  re¬ 
vamped  Executive  Committee  or  in  the  championships  structure  so 
that  as  Division  II  we  can  deal  with  exceptions  like  this  in  a  very  hu¬ 
mane  way. 

I  think  to  kill  those  championships  at  a  time  when  we  are  strug¬ 
gling  with  gender  equity  on  campuses  and  as  an  Association,  just 
doesn’t  make  sense.  I  am  not  laying  the  blame  at  your  feet,  Jerry.  I 
think  you  tried  to  represent  this  issue  with  the  Executive  Commit¬ 
tee,  but  I  think  this  body  itself  has  to  speak  to  an  issue  like  this.  I 
would  hope  we  would  do  that  this  afternoon.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Hughes:  The  sponsorship  of  field  hockey  has  been  a  question 
that  we  have  raised.  Are  there  any  institutions  considering  adding 
field  hockey? 

Robert  E.  Hartwell  (Adelphi  University):  I  am  rising  in  support 
of  the  previous  comments.  I’d  like  to  make  one  other  point.  This  af¬ 
ternoon  when  we  discuss  the  moratorium  on  championships,  I’d  like 
all  of  you  to  think  about  the  regionalization  of  some  sports.  In  my 
case  in  particular,  I  am  talking  about  men’s  lacrosse. 

In  dealing  with  men’s  lacrosse  and  ice  hockey  and  sports  such  as 
that,  we  are  very  concerned  that  the  rules  oftentimes  overlook  the 
specifics  of  regionalization  of  some  sports.  For  whatever  reason, 
men’s  lacrosse  hasn’t  caught  on  across  the  country.  Yet,  we  do  apply 
all  of  the  NCAA  rules  and  regulations  to  those  athletes.  Those  ath¬ 
letes  are  bound  by  NCAA  rules  and  compliance  issues.  Our  school 
and  the  schools  that  do  sponsor  men’s  lacrosse  work  hard  on  that.  So 
those  athletes  are  abiding  by  all  of  those  rules  and  regulations. 
Chuck  just  talked  about  how  wonderful  it  is  that  in  Division  II  so 
many  athletes  are  given  the  opportunity  to  participate.  We  feel  that 
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in  a  lot  of  these  sports  that  are  going  to  lose  out  on  national  champi¬ 
onships  right  now,  that  the  student-athlete  is  being  discriminated 
against  in  these  regional  sports  and  does  deserve  the  opportunity. 

If  we  are  making  a  division  of  how  many  institutions  should  take 
part  in  championships  and  the  cost,  it  seems  like  ail  of  these  issues 
are  being  answered.  We  do  have  money,  regionalization  is  in,  num¬ 
bers  taking  part  in  national  championships  are  increasing  in  certain 
sports,  but  they  certainly  can  be  held  at  two  in  men's  lacrosse.  It 
gives  our  student-athletes  something  to  look  forward  to. 

I  really  think  that  the  student  group  that  stands  before  the  mikes 
in  the  various  sessions  and  talks  about  what's  good  for  the  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete,  should  look  into  this  and  talk  to  some  of  the  athletes 
who  aren’t  getting  the  chance  to  play  in  national  championships.  I 
wonder  what  kind  of  feedback  that  they  would  get  from  their  peers 
from  our  lacrosse  programs,  our  ice  hockey  programs,  our  field  hock¬ 
ey  programs  and  our  gymnastics  programs  and  now  maybe  our 
swimming  programs  and  others  So  I  agree  with  the  gentleman.  I  am 
glad  he  brought  it  up.  I  really  hope  that  Division  II  will  support  the 
moratorium  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  Hughes:  This  is  one  of  the  things  that  obviously  restructuring 
and  the  new  federation,  if  it  comes  to  pass,  will  let  Division  II  set  its 
own  thresholds  and  can  address  some  of  these  problems  as  opposed 
to  addressing  them  at  the  Executive  Committee's  meeting  as  we  do 
now.  Some  of  the  discussions  we  have  had,  some  of  these  decisions, 
would  be  left  up  to  Division  II  itself, 

Greg  Waggoner  (Western  State  College  of  Colorado):  I  too  wanted 
to  say  something  in  support  of  Proposal  No.  104  and  the  moratorium. 
I  believe  that  right  now  that  there  is  a  coalition  of  Olympic  sport 
bodies  that  have  come  together  and  are  addressing  Congress  trying 
to  obtain  some  hearings  so  they  can  assess  and  show  Congress  the 
adverse  impact  that  Title  IX,  gender  equity  and  some  of  the  others 
things  going  on  in  intercollegiate  athletics  right  now  has  had  on  cer¬ 
tain  so-called  Olympic  sports.  As  those  hearings  take  place  and  that 
is  assessed,  I  believe,  especially  with  a  large,  radical  turnover  of 
Congressional  membership  that  we  have  recently  seen,  it  is  very 
likely  that  the  interpretations  that  we  see  coming  out  of  OCR  could 
change.  As  Chuck  Lindemenn  pointed  out  earlier,  with  the  member¬ 
ship  and  the  restructuring  that  is  likely  to  take  place,  I  think  it 
makes  a  lot  of  sense  if  Division  II  were  to  support  this  moratorium 
until  we  can  see  where  this  pendulum  swings  and  where  it  falls  in 
the  interest  of  equity  across  sports  and  not  just  gender. 

Diane  L.  Reinhard:  (Clarion  University  of  Pennsylvania):  I 
would  like  to  indicate,  as  the  chair  of  the  Student-Athlete  Advisory 
Committee  did,  that  the  student-athletes  have  discussed  the  issue  of 
access  to  championships.  They  are  supporting  both  104  and  105  this 
afternoon. 

Nathan  N.  Salant  (Gulf  South  Conference):  We  have  communi¬ 
cated  some  concerns  to  Noel  Olson  and  also  through  Chuck  at  the  Di¬ 
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vision  II  commissioners  association  meeting  held  in  December.  I 
wanted  to  bring  these  issues  up  in  front  of  the  membership.  I  think 
they  were  mentioned  last  year. 

We  are  very  concerned  about  some  of  the  regions  and  the  place¬ 
ment  in  some  of  the  regions.  For  example,  we  are  currently  and  have 
been  in  a  baseball  region  that  spans  from  the  East  coast  of  the  Unit¬ 
ed  States  to  Eastern  New  Mexico  State  that  goes  into  the  Rocky 
Mountains  in  the  Denver  area,  comes  all  the  way  back  through 
Texas,  across  Oklahoma,  across  Missouri  and  down  through 
Arkansas,  et  cetera,  et  cetera.  This  is  not  a  Division  I  level.  This  is 
not  cost  containment  if  we  want  mterregion  competition.  One  of  the 
questions  that  we  have  for  you  is  when  these  regions  are  established, 
we  have  never  been  able  to  get  a  clear  answer  on  this,  is  the  priority 
of  these  sports  committees,  which  are  largely  composed  of  coaches, 
competitive  balance  as  they  perceive  it  to  avoid  putting  too  many 
strong  baseball  teams  in  the  same  region,  or  are  we  really  looking  at 
cost  containment  and  the  true  regionalization  concept? 

Mr.  Hughes:  As  you  indicated,  the  regions  are  recommended  by 
the  sports  committees  to  the  Championships  Committee.  There  have 
been  times  the  Championships  Committee  has  rejected  a  sports  com¬ 
mittee's  recommendation  for  a  region.  One  of  the  things  that  the 
Championships  and  Executive  Committees  are  very  concerned  about 
is  the  number  of  coaches  who  are  on  sports  committees.  That  is  why 
we  increased  it  from  25  to  50  just  yesterday.  We  would  like  to  take  it 
higher,  but  in  some  sports  it’s  very  difficult  to  find  knowledgeable 
people  to  serve  on  those  sports  committees. 

You  would  assume  that  there  would  be  some  proximity  and  trans¬ 
portation  reduction  costs  in  the  regions.  I  think  they  do  try  to  do  a 
balance  of  power  as  best  they  perceive  it  and  we  would  hope— I  say 
hope— that  there  would  be  no  maneuvering  of  regions.  I  can't  guar¬ 
antee  that,' however. 

Mr.  Salant:  The  other  question  that  I  had  for  you  is  the  issue  of 
in -region  nonconference  competition.  Now  granted,  it’s  unreasonable 
to  ask  a  school  located  on  the  Eastern  seaboard  to  fly  out  to  play 
Eastern  New  Mexico,  I  am  not  picking  on  Eastern  New  Mexico, 
which  is  geographically  the  western-most  member  of  the  regions  that 
we're  involved  in,  but  the  concern  with  it  is  somehow  developing  the 
scenario  where  m-region,  nonconference  competition  could  almost  be 
required  as  opposed  to  having  institutions,  for  example,  in  football 
fly  to  the  West  coast  for  a  guarantee  against  a  Division  II  school  as 
opposed  to  playing  the  school  that’s  two  hours  down  the  interstate 
from  them  What  we  are  left  with,  especially  in  the  South  region  in 
football,  is  the  lack  of  m-region  nonconference  competition. 

I  am  sure  this  goes  on  in  other  regions.  We  certainly  understand 
that  we  can’t  ask  schools  m  northern  California  to  regularly  fly  to 
play  the  North  Central  Conference  in  South  Dakota,  North  Dakota, 
et  cetera  But  we  would  like  to  see  some  kind  of  formula,  something 
put  together,  whether  it’s  a  redrawing  of  the  regions  or  some  other 
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methodology  that  encourages  and  addresses  both  of  these  issues. 

Mr.  Hughes:  Thank  you.  We  have  had  many  of  the  same  discus¬ 
sions.  On  your  last  point,  the  one  problem  that  we  have  incurred 
with  requiring  teams  to  play  part  of  their  competitive  schedule  is  a 
difference  in  size  of  conferences.  Some  conferences  take  up  their 
whole  schedule,  so  they  are  obviously  within  their  region.  They  have 
no  room  for  nonconference  in-region  schedules  and  some  do  not  be¬ 
cause  of  the  size. 

Marjorie  A.  Trout  (Millersville  University  of  Pennsylvania):  I’d 
like  to  speak  on  the  moratorium  also  based  mainly,  Jerry,  on  your 
comment  saying  that  if  we  do  get  restructuring,  then  we  can  really 
look  at  the  destiny  of  our  championships.  Therefore  I  think  it  would 
really  behoove  us  all  to  support  any  moratorium  until  we  see  what 
happens  with  the  restructuring.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Hughes:  That's  my  opinion,  Marge,  on  the  restructuring.  Ob¬ 
viously,  there  is  a  lot  of  other  opinions,  but  I  do  think  that  with  re¬ 
structuring  we  would  have  that  opportunity. 

Ms.  Trout:  I  hate  to  lose  it. 

Mr.  Hughes:  1  hear  you. 

Robert  M.  DeGregorio  Jr.  (Merrimack  College)*  I  would  like  to 
rise  in  support  of  Proposals  104  and  105.  Both  our  institution  and 
the  Northeast- 10  Conference  that  we  play  in  have  been  looking  at 
women’s  field  hockey  and  women's  lacrosse  as  future  conference 
sports.  But  I  was  wondering  if  it  would  be  possible  to  get  a  straw 
vote  of  the  delegates  who  are  here  to  see  if  there  is  support  at  the  Di¬ 
vision  II  level  for  104  and  105? 

Mr  Lindemenn:  I  think  we  can  do  that.  Please  bear  in  mind  we 
are  going  to  have  ample  opportunity  to  debate  Proposals  104  and  105 
on  the  floor.  I  suspect  that  many  of  the  points  raised  here  need  to  be 
raised  on  the  floor  in  the  general  session  because  these  are  common 
provisions,  common  vote.  We  are  going  to  have  to  have  the  support  of 
Division  I  and  Division  III  colleagues  if  we  are  to  carry  the  day  on 
this.  But  for  those  of  you  who  are  interested,  how  many  are  inclined 
at  this  point  to  support  104?  How  many  are  inclined  not  to?  Okay. 
How  about  105?  Okay.  Not  to.  Okay.  So  it  looks  like  this  division  is 
inclined  that  way.  Bear  in  mind  it  is  a  common  vote.  We  will  have  to 
have  the  support  of  others.  Now  common  vote  means  that  the  gross 
vote  count  is  what  matters.  This  is  not  division  specific.  One  division 
cannot  overrule  the  other  two  is  my  understanding. 

M.  James  Bensen  (Bemidji  State  University):  I  too  strongly  urge 
that  we  consider  Proposals  104  and  105.  My  perspective  is  from  the 
hockey  one,  but  as  we  are  getting  caught  between  different 
leve]s_-not  being  able  to  go  down  in  Division  III  to  play  in  a  single 
sport,  not  wanting  to  go  up  into  Division  I  because  of  costs  and  the 
institutional  philosophy — we  need  to  be  able  to  maintain  the  integri¬ 
ty  of  these  sports  and  provide  opportunities.  With  the  restructuring 
coming  up,  I  think  it’s  an  exceedingly  critical  time  for  institutions  to 
maintain  a  window  to  talk  this  through  logically  for  the  best  of 
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the  students. 

Sharon  E.  Taylor  (Lock  Haven  University  of  Pennsylvania):  I 
just  want  to  make  a  statement.  I  think  there  is  good  support  among 
Division  III  and  some  of  the  Division  I  institutions  for  this.  I  think 
it’s  critically  important  I  appreciate  the  votes  and  the  folks  here  who 
probably  don’t  have  a  vested  interest  in  these  two  motions  to  support 
them  and  have  a  strong  showing  in  Division  II  m  that  regard. 

1  think  that  the  fact  that  the  Council  and  the  Presidents  Commis¬ 
sion — because  there  was  such  diversity  of  opinion — chose  to  take  no 
position  is  a  positive  one  and  puts  it  back  in  the  hands  of  the  institu¬ 
tions.  I  think  the  vice-president’s  comments  that  we  may  have  some 
trickle  down  Division  I's  would  not  hurt  in  some  of  these  sports  be¬ 
cause  some  of  these  institutions  may  have  the  very  sports  that  we 
are  speaking  of. 

So  in  light  of  restructuring  and  everything  that  is  going  to  happen 
in  the  next  three  or  four  years  and  the  fact  that  we  are  only  one  year 
past  the  gender-equity  commitment,  I  think  that  this  is  a  positive 
vote.  We  appreciate  our  colleagues  who  would  support  us  on  this. 
Thank  you  very  much. 

Frank  Cignetti  (Indiana  University  of  Pennsylvania):  1  have  a 
question  concerning  ground  transportation.  As  you  may  be  aware,  in 
Division  II  football  we  do  not  reimburse  institutions  in  travel  for 
ground  transportation.  We  have  been  trying  to  find  out  why  and  we 
can't  find  out.  As  you  know,  if  you  are  involved  in  the  playoffs  or  are 
in  the  playoffs  awhile  this  can  be  quite  expensive.  Is. there  any  par¬ 
ticular  reason  when  a  team  flies  into  another  location  to  play  we 
don’t  pay  the  ground  transportation? 

Mr,  Hughes:  We  do  not  pay  local  ground  transportation. 

Mr.  Cignetti:  Yes.  When  you  travel  you  do  not  pay.  For  example, 
we  fly  into  Michigan  and  play  Ferris  State.  We  dont  get  reimbursed 
for  our  travel.  We  fly  into  Texas  to  play  Texas... 

Mr.  Hughes:  It  depends  on  the  proximity  of  the  airport  to  the  site. 

Mr.  Cignetti:  I  understand  that.  But  why  not  pay  it?  We  get 
money  and  are  reimbursed  for  championships.  I  don’t  know  why  an 
institution  should  have  to  pay  its  local  ground  transportation. 

Mr.  Hughes:  That’s  just  the  policy  of  the  Executive  Committee.  It 
is  the  same  for  all  three  divisions.  For  all  sports,  local  ground  trans¬ 
portation  is  not  paid. 

Mr,  Cignetti:  I  understand,  but  why? 

Mr.  Hughes:  I  will  bring  it  up.  I  can  bring  it  up.  Any  further  ques¬ 
tions? 

G.  Jean  Cerra  (Barry  University).  The  only  suggestion  I  have, 
Jerry,  is  that  when  decisions  are  made  involving  selection  criteria  for 
national  championships,  that  we  delay  a  year  in  implementing  them 
because  fall  sports  are  adversely  affected  when  those  rulings  come 
out  in  the  spring.  Sometimes  it’s  not  until  we  get  the  championship 
handbook  in  hand  and  their  schedules  are  already  made,  which 
means  they  have  no  opportunity  to  make  adjustments  in  their  sched- 
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ule  to  meet  the  criteria  upon  which  selection  will  take  place. 

Mr.  Hughes:  Obviously,  on  regions  we  try  to  delay  a  year.  But  are 
you  saying  that  if  we  decide  in  May  to  expand  the  women's  soccer 
bracket,  you  don’t  want  that  for  a  year? 

Ms.  Cerra:  No,  I  wouldn't  vote  against  that,  that’s  for  sure.  For  in¬ 
stance,  take  women’s  soccer.  It  was  changed  to  six  regions  instead  of 
four  regions.  That  took  place  immediately  so  there  was  no  opportuni¬ 
ty  to  make  adjustments  in  play. 

Mr.  Hughes:  We  rely  heavily  on  the  committees  on  that.  I  under¬ 
stand  your  point  We  raised  that  question.  The  committees  told  us 
that  the  membership  wanted  it  now,  whether  that  is  fact  or  fiction 
that  is  how  we  reacted  on  those.  For  the  implementation  date,  we 
usually  go  on  the  recommendation  of  the  sports  committees. 

Ms.  Cerra:  The  only  other  suggestion  I  would  make — I  don’t  know 
whether  it’s  possible  or  not  because  it  depends  on  numbers  partici¬ 
pating  in  the  championships — is  that  when  you  set  up  your  regions, 
to  at  least  allow  teams  to  play-off  within  their  region  and  determine 
who  the  regional  representative  is  going  to  be. 

Mr.  Hughes:  Obviously,  it’s  a  good  point.  It’s  a  problem  when  you 
have  even  bracket  sizes. 

Ms.  Cerra:  Right. 

Mr.  Hughes:  Moving  to  eight  in  women’s  soccer  will  help  that. 

Ms.  Cerra:  If  there  are  four  regions.  But  if  you  stay  at  six  regions, 
you  have  got  the  same  problem  because  two  regions  are  going  to  get 
automatic  byes.  If  there  is  no  way  for  the  sports  committee  to  deter¬ 
mine  which  is  the  strongest  region  because  there  is  no  opportunity 
for  intraregional  play,  then  how  do  you  determine  which  two  regions 
should  get  the  automatic  bye,  which  are  the  two  stronger  regions?  So 
if  you  go  to  eight  teams  then  I  would  suggest  you  go  back  to  four  re¬ 
gions  so  you  get  two  teams  from  each  region. 

Mr.  Hughes:  Okay 

Ms.  Cerra:  Okay,  thanks. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  Thank  you,  Jerry.  Now  I’d  like  to  ask  those 
members  of  the  restructuring  committee  who  are  present  to  please 
come  forward. 

Ladies  and  gentlemen,  it’s  been  my  privilege  to  serve  as  one  of  two 
cochairs  for  the  Division  II  restructuring  committee  I’d  like  at  this 
point  to  introduce  my  partner  in  this  endeavor,  he’s  the  president  of 
the  University  of  North  Florida,  Adam  Herbert. 

Restructuring 

Adam  W.  Herbert  (University  of  North  Florida);  Thank  you, 
Chuck  Yesterday  during  the  general  business  session  you  heard  re¬ 
ports  from  each  of  the  division  task  forces  that  were  established  to 
address  the  issue  of  membership  restructuring.  As  indicated  during 
my  report  on  the  status  of  the  Division  II  task  force,  we  still  have 
many  details  to  work  out  and  a  number  of  issues  to  be  resolved  be¬ 
fore  submitting  a  final  proposal. 

This  morning,  my  colleagues  on  the  task  force  and  I  would  like  to 
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accomplish  two  objectives:  First  of  all,  to  assure  that  the  positions 
about  which  we  feel  very  strongly  are  clearly  understood  by  the  Divi¬ 
sion  II  institutions  and  conferences  that  we  are  representing.  And, 
secondly,  we  would  like  to  develop  a  clear  sense  from  the  Division  II 
delegates  about  your  thoughts  on  some  of  the  major  restructuring  is¬ 
sues.  With  regard  to  the  second  objective,  let  me  emphasize  that  the 
members  of  our  task  force  want  to  be  as  effective  as  possible  in  rep¬ 
resenting  the  values  and  interests  of  all  Division  II  institutions  and, 
of  course,  our  student-athletes.  To  the  extent  that  we  have  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  your  thinking  this  morning,  or  through  follow-up  communica¬ 
tions  after  the  Convention,  the  task  force  will  be  much  better  able  to 
develop  a  plan  that  will  serve  well  our  division  and  also,  of  course, 
the  entire  Association. 

From  a  procedures  perspective,  what  we  would  like  to  do  this 
morning  to  facilitate  a  discussion  of  major  elements  of  our  plan  is  as 
follows:  We  would  like  to  focus  on  organizational  structure,  legisla¬ 
tive  process,  Association  oversight,  including  a  discussion  of  the  role 
of  the  executive  director,  guarantees,  and  membership  criteria.  We 
also  would  want  to  say  a  few  words  about  the  core  values  of  the  Asso¬ 
ciation. 

In  each  of  these  areas,  I’d  like  to  ask  Chuck  Lindemenn  to  high¬ 
light  very  briefly  our  current  thinking.  Following  his  overview  com¬ 
ments,  I  would  then  like  to  open  the  floor  for  comments  or  sugges¬ 
tions  on  that  particular  area  of  the  plan.  We  will  then  follow  that 
process  through  each  of  the  areas  that  I  just  mentioned.  Before  start¬ 
ing  this  process,  I  would  like  to  share  with  you  the  names  of  the 
task-force  members,  several  of  whom  are  here  on  the  dais  this  morn¬ 
ing  Their  presence  gives  you  a  clear  sense  of  the  fact  that  we  want 
to  hear  as  much  as  we  can  hear  from  you  about  these  points.  I’ll  just 
mention  all  the  names  of  the  task  force  because  a  few  of  them  aren’t 
here,  but  this  wilt  give  you  a  sense  as  to  who  they  are  and  will  facili¬ 
tate  your  communicating  with  us. 

Those  members  who  are  here,  let  me  just  ask  you  to  raise  your 
hand  so  that  everyone  will  see.  President  Betty  Turner  Asher  from 
the  University  of  South  Dakota;  Clint  Bryant,  athletics  director  at 
Augusta  College;  Lynn  Dorn,  director  of  women’s  athletics,  North 
Dakota  State;  Doug  Echols,  commissioner  for  the  South  Atlantic 
Conference;  Bud  Elwell,  athletics  director  at  Gannon  University;  Asa 
Green  who  is  our  consultant;  Margo  Harbison,  athletics  director  at 
East  Texas  State  University;  Jerry  M.  Hughes,  athletics  director  at 
Central  Missouri  State;  President  Jay  McGowan,  Bellarmine  Col¬ 
lege;  Karen  Miller,  athletics  director,  Cal  State  Polytechnic  Universi¬ 
ty,  Pomona;  President  Diane  Reinhard,  Clarion  University  of 
Pennsylvania;  and,  of  course.  Chuck  Lindemenn  from  Humboldt 
State  University.  Let’s  begin.  Chuck,  with  an  overview  on  the  organi¬ 
zational  structure 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  In  keeping  with  the  Division  I  approach  and 
more  importantly  with  the  approach  the  path  of  governance  that  we 


Division  11  Business  Session. 


163 


have  begun  down,  we  have  divided  governance  structure  into  two 
major  components.  The  first  would  be  a  presidents  council.  The  pres¬ 
idents  council  would  be  comprised  entirely  of  CEOs  from  our  mem¬ 
ber  institutions  and  would  serve  as  our  board  of  directors  for  lack  of 
a  better  term  That  group  would  be  comprised  of  some  number  of 
members  who  have  yet  to  be  identified.  One  of  the  things  we  want  to 
talk  about  is  how  that  might  be  dealt  with.  There  seemed  to  be  dif¬ 
fering  opinions  about  what  would  be  the  most  functional  group. 
Some  would  support  the  notion  that  conference  representation  might 
be  an  appropriate  way  of  configuring  that  grouping.  There  are  others 
who  are  of  a  mind  that  that  would  be  too  large  of  a  group  and  that 
perhaps  regional  representation  would  be  a  better  approach. 

Below  the  presidents  council  would  be  a  management  group, 
which  I  would  think  would  be  comprised  or  it  would  look  an  awful  lot 
like  our  present  NCAA  Council.  It  would  be  comprised  of  athletics 
professionals  and  faculty  athletics  representatives,  so  we  would  see 
senior  woman  administrators,  we  would  see  athletics  directors,  we 
would  see  faculty  representatives  involved  in  that  group.  The  wis¬ 
dom  of  the  day  is  that  we  might  want  to  configure  that  group  based 
on  conference  representation  and  leave  some  slots  available  for  inde¬ 
pendents  and  in  both  groups  the  possibility  of  at-large  slots  in  order 
to  be  able  to  assure  that  we  have  appropriate  representation  on  a  di¬ 
versity  and  gender  basis. 

So  that’s  kind  of  the  thinking  at  this  time.  Below  the  management 
group  would  be  a  series  of  committees.  Membership  on  those  com¬ 
mittees  would  probably  be  some  combination  of  management  com¬ 
mittee  members  and  members  at  large  from  around  the  Association. 
That’s  what  we  are  thinking  about  initially. 

What  we  thought  we  would  do  now  so  we  can  take  the  whole  re¬ 
structuring  issue  in  kind  of  bite-size  pieces  would  be  to  ask  for 
feedback  on  that  approach  to  the  governance  structure.  We  would  be 
happy  to  entertain  any  questions  or  comments  on  that  element  of  re¬ 
structuring  at  this  time. 

Doug  Echols  (South  Atlantic  Conference):  I’m  speaking  on  behalf 
of  the  commissioners  association.  The  Division  II  Commissioners  As¬ 
sociation  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  commend  the  task 
force  for  reviewing  membership  structure,  for  the  work  that  has  been 
accomplished  in  presenting  this  information  and  an  opportunity  to 
comment  at  this  Convention.  While  there  are  many  aspects  of  the 
working  draft  that  must  be  refined  for  Division  II  and  blended  for 
Divisions  I  and  III  in  the  NCAA  restructured  model,  my  comments 
on  behalf  of  the  commissioners  association  will  focus  on  the  composi¬ 
tion  of  the  presidents  council.  The  commissioners  association  has 
noted  the  two  governance  bodies  that  you  have  described— the  presi¬ 
dents  council  and  management  group.The  presidents  council  is  re¬ 
aligned  from  its  present  structure  into  a  more  direct  and  primary  po¬ 
sition  of  appropriate  authority,  and  a  management  group  is 
comprised  primarily  of  athletics  administrators  who  will  appropri- 
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ately  be  charged  with  the  details  of  administering  the  athletics  oper¬ 
ations  for  Division  II.  . 

The  Division  II  Commissioners  Association  voted  in  support  oi  the 
proposed  composition  of  the  management  group.  It  specifically  en¬ 
dorsed  that  a  majority  of  representatives  will  be  athletics  adminis¬ 
trators  from  voting  conferences  and  selected  by  the  conference  con¬ 
stituencies  they  represent.  The  Division  II  Commissioners 
Association  believes,  furthermore,  that  that  same  selection  process 
and  composition  should  apply  to  the  presidents  council  m  this  new 
model  Our  executive  director  noted  on  Sunday  in  the  State  ot  the 
Association  Address  that  it  is  time  to  complete  the  evolution  and  the 
role  of  the  presidents  in  the  NCAA  structure.  Positioning  the  piesi- 
dents  council  in  the  position  of  control  is  a  key  element  of  the  gover¬ 
nance  restructuring  concept.  The  Division  II  Commissioners  Associa¬ 
tion  concurs  with  this  philosophy  and  would  add  that  m  a 
representative  form  of  governance,  it  is  important  to  achieve  repre¬ 
sentation  as  close  as  possible  to  the  identifiable  and  already  struc¬ 
tured  units  of  conferences.  tv 

Therefore,  the  commissioners  association  would  encourage  the  Di¬ 
vision  II  task  force  and  the  NCAA  Oversight  Committee  for  Member¬ 
ship  Structure  to  utilize  conferences  as  a  primary  avenue  for  defin¬ 
ing  composition  of  the  presidents  council  in  Division  II.  This  new  and 
broader  role  for  CEOs  in  this  new  presidents  council  will  increase 
the  time  demands  and  present  new  challenges  to  those  who  serve. 
Therefore,  an  increase  in  the  numbers  of  alternative  one  over  alter¬ 
native  number  two  will  provide  sufficient  people  to  accommodate  any 
subcommittee  work  or  task  force  work  that  the  presidents  council 
may  address  and  also  bring  to  the  table  a  more  diverse  and  represen¬ 
tative  composition.  More  importantly,  though,  is  that  by  using  con¬ 
ference  representation  in  composing  the  presidents  council,  we  will 
help  to  ensure  the  probability  of  good  lines  of  communication  for 
member  institutions  to  the  presidents  council  and  from  the  council 
back  to  institutions  through  an  already  established  conference  meet¬ 
ing  schedule  and  network.  This  will  mean  that  the  highest  level  of 
Division  II  decision-making,  the  presidents  council  will  be  more  di¬ 
rectly  connected  to  those  who  serve  and  represent. 

Mr.  Herbert:  Thank  you  very  much.  I  might  just  note  two  or  three 
things.  In  talking  about  organization,  what  we  are  focusing  on  is  how 
Division  II  itself  would  operate  in  a  federated  model.  As  I  under¬ 
stand  the  proposal,  the  presidents  council,  which  would  exercise  au¬ 
thority  for  the  Association,  would  be  composed  of  25  representatives, 
which  is  one  option  that  we  put  forward.  The  commissioners  also  are 
suggesting  that  the  approach  be  conference-based  as  opposed  to  re¬ 
gionally  based.  What  we  looked  at  was  two  approaches.  One  is  the 
conference  base  for  selection,  the  other  was  to  utilize  a  regional  ap¬ 
proach  to  selecting  presidents  for  the  presidents  council.  Are  there 
any  other  comments  or  suggestions  relative  to  this  first  aspect  of  our 
proposal? 
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Closely  linked  to  this  is  the  legislative  process.  There  is  some  over¬ 
lap  there.  Let  me  ask  Chuck  if  he  would  briefly  describe  the  propo¬ 
nents  of  that. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  I  might  make  one  brief  comment  on  the  struc¬ 
ture  of  the  presidents  council.  As  you  know,  I  try  to  keep  these  things 
kind  of  light.  One  of  the  concerns  that  was  expressed  was  that  if  you 
had  25  presidents  in  the  room  and  each  president  spoke  15  minutes 
on  each  agenda  item,  you  would  be  there  for  about  a  week.  So  there 
was  some  concern  about  whether  or  not  a  group  of  CEOs  that  large 
could  work,  but  moving  on  to  the  nature  of  the  discussion  about... 

Unidentified  Delegate:  It  would  take  longer  if  the  committees 
were  there. 

Mr,  Lindemenn:  It  would  take  longer  if  the  committees  were 
there?  Oh,  I  am  hurt.  In  terms  of  the  way  in  which  we  would  ap¬ 
proach  legislation,  you  know  that  Division  I  is  talking  about  a  move 
entirely  away  from  a  national  Convention  as  a  means  of  accomplish¬ 
ing  its  legislative  work.  It's  talking  about  having  all  of  that  work 
done  within  the  management  group,  then  certified  or  approved  by  its 
presidents  council.  The  only  authority  that  the  Convention  as  a 
whole  would  have  would  be  to  overrule  the  groups  by  a  two-thirds 
majority.  You  may  have  heard  the  statement  made  yesterday  that 
there  was  some  concern  seven  presidents  could  decide  policy  and 
that  it  would  take  over  200  representatives  of  the  total  assembly  to 
overrule  seven  presidents.  That's  the  approach  in  Division  I. 

In  Division  III,  they  have  decided  that  that  representative  form  of 
government  does  not  make  sense  for  their  association.  They  want  to 
continue  the  one  institution  one  vote  approach. 

Since  we  fit  kind  of  smack  dab  in  the  middle,  Division  II  decided 
on  an  approach  that  might  involve  some  elements  of  each.  We  felt 
there  might  be  a  lot  of  work  that  could  be  conducted  by  a  manage¬ 
ment  group  and  then  affirmed  by  the  presidents  group  that  would 
deal  with  a  lot  of  the  minutia  and  the  day-to-day  kinds  of  operating 
things  that  we  see  brought  before  this  assembly  annually.  By  the 
same  token,  we  felt  that  there  were  issues  that  were  of  such  broad 
concern  that  even  conference  representation  would  not  be  appropri¬ 
ate  to  deal  with  them.  There  would  be  those  issues  that  would  need 
to  be  brought  before  the  entire  assembly.  We  also  felt  that  there 
would  be  a  need  to  have  an  initiative  approach  so  that  some  institu¬ 
tions  could  bring  forward  proposals  as  they  are  able  to  now  and  not 
rely  entirely  on  the  governance  structure  to  move  this  Association 
forward. 

We  also  felt  that  there  would  be  a  need  for  some  kind  of  referen¬ 
dum  approach  so  that  if  the  management  group  was  moving  in  direc¬ 
tions  that  the  Association  is  uncomfortable  with,  that  the  manage¬ 
ment  group  could  be  overruled.  Does  that  approach  make  sense  to 
you?  1  guess  most  fundamentally,  is  a  representative  form  of  govern¬ 
ment  something  that  you  find  to  be  an  appropriate  approach?  Is  one 
institution,  one  vote  the  direction  you  would  have  us  remain?  Is  the 
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annual  Convention  the  means  through  which  you  want  to  conduct 
business  or  are  you  comfortable  with  the  notion  that  a  management 
group  can  conduct  business  on  your  behalf?  I  guess  those  are  some  of 
the  questions  that  we  might  want  to  ask  for  a  response  to  at  this 
time. 

Richard  A.  Johanningmeier  (Washburn  University  of  Topeka): 
After  serving  on  four  different  Councils  and  a  number  of  committees 
and  working  with  the  individuals  who  are  involved,  I  know  that  for 
the  most  part  we  all  put  aside  our  own  institutional  positions  and  try 
to  work  for  the  greater  good  of  the  Association.  We  try  to  do  what  we 
think  the  membership  wants.  We  conduct  surveys,  research,  et 
cetera,  to  develop  our  legislation.  We  come  before  the  body  and  at 
times  we  are  off-target.  I  think  yesterday  and  several  of  our  past 
Conventions  have  been  a  great  illustration  that  the  representative 
form  of  government  really  needs  to  be  looked  at  very  carefully  be¬ 
cause  no  matter  what  the  composition  of  the  representatives,  I  am 
not  sure  that  they  can  speak  for  any  one  conference.  I  think  that 
even  as  messy  and  as  frustrating  as  the  current  system  is  of  having 
one  vote  for  one  institution,  I  think  that  your  group  needs  to  look  at 
this  very  objectively  so  that  all  this  work  doesn't  go  into  this  particu¬ 
lar  project  and  next  year  it’s  defeated  soundly  because  we  lack  the 
opportunity  for  the  one  vote. 

The  other  issue  I  d  like  to  speak  to  is  we  are  talking  about  25  pres¬ 
idents  meeting.  As  we  all  know  right  now,  we  have  a  Presidents 
Commission,  we  have  a  Council  and  they  are  much  smaller  than 
that.  How  often  is  this  group  going  to  meet?  1  think  one  of  the  things 
we  forget  in  regards  to  cost,  is  that  there  is  only  so  many  dollars.  As 
you  mentioned  in  your  opening  statements,  Division  II  under  this 
new  restructuring  is  going  to  be  assured  of  at  least  adequate  fund- 
mg,  but  not  a  whole  lot  of  additional  funding.  Do  we  want  to  spend 
our  money  with  25  presidents  meeting  X-number  of  times  of  the  year 
in  light  of  what  we  are  doing  right  now  at  the  expense  of  some  other 
programs,  championships,  or  other  types  of  services  within  the  Asso¬ 
ciation? 

I  think  all  of  those  things  need  to  really  be  examined  from  a  cost- 
benefit  standpoint  for  the  members  of  the  Association.  But  again,  my 
point  is  I  think  yesterday  may  send  a  clear  message  regarding  the 
failures  or  the  frustrations  of  a  representative  form  of  government 
Thank  you. 

Mr*  Herbert:  Thank  you  very  much.  With  regard  to  the  presi¬ 
dents,  you  have  in  part  zeroed  in  on  the  practical  dilemma  that  we 
have  been  talking  about;  should  we  have  a  larger  presidents  council 
or  a  smaller  one  taking  into  account  some  of  the  fiscal  implications? 
The  possibility  of  pulling  together  25  people  for  a  meeting  can  be 
challenging. 

The  Presidents  Commission  does  meet  four  times  a  year.  We  do  get 
very  good  attendance  at  that,  but  the  schedule  was  printed  three 
years  in  advance.  So  that  is  a  challenge.  That’s  part  of  what  we  are 
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trying  to  deal  with. 

What  I  have  heard  this  morning  thus  far,  however,  at  least  the 
only  feedback  we  have  gotten  on  the  issue  of  presidents  is  a  confer¬ 
ence  base  of  25  with  a  caveat  that  you  just  presented.  So  I  just  want 
to  make  sure  that  everyone  is  aware  of  the  fact  that  we  are  listening 
very  carefully.  With  regard  to  the  legislative  process,  there  are  op¬ 
tions  for  us.  One  is  a  totally  representative  form  of  governance.  Es¬ 
sentially,  one  institution,  one  vote,  or  some  form  of  that  fits  along 
that  spectrum.  We  are  trying  to  get  a  sense  of  what  your  feelings  are 
about  that.  You  are  absolutely  right.  There  are  some  major  chal¬ 
lenges  associated  with  it. 

Mr*  Lindemenn:  I  wanted  to  comment  about  the  concern  about 
funding.  One  of  the  things  that  we  have  been  adamant  about,  and  so 
far  1  think  we  have  been  successful  with,  is  that  the  cost  of  the  gov¬ 
ernance  would  be  a  cost  borne  by  the  Association.  We  made  that  very 
clear.  Division  I  is  approaching  their  governance  structure,  Divisions 
II  and  III  are  each  approaching  theirs,  but  the  cost  of  governance  is 
part  of  the  national  office  cost  as  we  understand  it  at  this  time.  So  it 
would  not  be  a  part  of  a  division-specific  budget.  We  made  that  clear. 

I  believe  that’s  acceptable  across  all  three  divisions.  That’s  the  un¬ 
derstanding  as  we  move  forward. 

Mr.  Johanningmeier:  One  last  point  that  I’d  like  to  also  make  is 
in  regards  to  committees.  I  see  the  value  of  Division  II-only  commit¬ 
tees,  but  I  also  see  the  value  that  our  current  system  has  in  being 
able  to  communicate  with  our  colleagues  in  Divisions  I  and  III.  I  re¬ 
alize  from  my  committee  work  that  there  are  good  ideas  on  all  levels. 
When  we  can  share  those,  a  lot  of  times  we  come  out  ahead.  So  I 
think  that  is  another  area  that  needs  to  be  kept  under  consideration 

Mr.  Herbert:  We  definitely  agree.  I  would  just  call  your  attention 
to  page  five  on  our  proposal,  which  outlines  14  committees  that  we 
feel  should  be  maintained  across  the  entire  Association 

Robert  A.  Barrett  (Indiana  University-Purdue  University,  Fort 
Wayne):  In  your  legislative  setup,  I  would  like  to  see  you  make  a 
change  that  would  allow  some  of  us  to  submit  legislation.  Currently, 
it  takes  eight  CEOs.  If  we  are  going  to  be  federated,  we  are  going  to 
be  within  Division  II  Maybe  we  should  only  take  a  single  institution 
that  can  submit  some  legislation  for  consideration  to  the  national 
council  rather  than  running  around  or  waiting  for  a  conference  meet¬ 
ing  to  allow  more  input  from  the  individual  members. 

Mr.  Herbert:  We  will  add  that  to  the  agenda. 

Terry  Wanless:  (University  of  North  Dakota):  I  feel  as  if  we  are 
on  a  mission  that  we  decided  that  everything  is  broken  and  we  have 
to  fix  it  Personally,  I  am  not  sure  I  agree  with  that  philosophy.  I  like 
the  legislative  process  as  it  now  exists. 

As  we  saw  yesterday,  perhaps  a  representative  form  of  government 
may  have  some  difficulties  in  truly  understanding  what  the  desires 
of  the  membership  are.  Therefore,  I  am  not  necessarily  encouraged 
by  the  representative  concepts  that  we  are  bringing  forward.  I  per- 
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sonally  like  the  democratic  one  institution,  one  vote  process.  But  I 
am  interested  also  in  terms  of  how  the  interaction  between  the  dm- 
sions  would  be  continued  if  we  would  decide  that  as  three  different 
divisions  we  would  have  three  different  forms  of  management.  Could 
you  speak  to  that  in  terms  of  how  Division  I  interacts  because  we  do 
have  some  commonalities  of  ways  that  we  do  things.  I  am  not  sure 
that  the  different  structures  are  going  to  continue  to  allow  that  to 
happen.  So  perhaps  you  could  speak  to  that  issue. 

Mr.  Herbert:  We  have  talked  about  several  things.  I  just  want  to 
urge  any  members  of  the  task  force  to  please  feel  free  to  comment  as 
well.  First  of  all,  we  talked  about  having  an  Executive  Committee 
that  would  have  representation  from  each  of  the  divisions  the  vice- 
president  for  that  particular  division.  In  addition  to  that,  we  dis¬ 
cussed  the  desirability  of  having  some  of  the  meetings  of  the  presi¬ 
dents  councils  being  held  at  the  same  time.  That  certainly  cou  d 
occur  during  the  period  of  time  that  this  Convention  is  being  held 
and  maybe  a  couple  of  times  during  the  year.  Finally,  there  would  be 
some  committees  that  would  actually  include  people  from  each  of  the 
divisions  in  it. 

Anthony  F.  Ceddia  (Shippensburg  University  of  Pennsylvania): 
I’d  like  to  spend  a  minute  on  this  legislative  issue  because  I  think  it 
does  relate  directly  to  the  type  of  administrative  structure  thats  cre- 

At  one  time,  there  was  a  little  bit  of  discussion,  I  think  it  may  have 
been  Dick  Shultz  who  put  the  notion  out  there  forthe  first  time  that 
we  might  go  to  a  convention  every  two  years,  with  the  idea  of  legisla¬ 
tion  being  developed  during  the  interim  and  then  bringing  all  con¬ 
stituents  together  to  then  react  to  it  and  allowing  enough  time  in  be¬ 
tween  for  the  appropriate  research  and  analysis  to  go  on.  So  that 
might  be  something  that  we  might  consider  rather  than  bringing  ev 
erybody  together  on  an  annual  basis.  Every  other  year  might  work 

Related  to  that  is  the  whole  issue  of  what  this  structure  looks  like. 

I  appreciate  the  comments  from  Chuck  about  presidents.  It  is  diffi¬ 
cult  to  get  them  together.  But  I  think  that  part  of  the  problem  that 
we  faced  over  the  past  decade  has  been  to  encourage  more  presiden¬ 
tial  involvement.  Having  spent  some  time  on  the  Council  and  watch¬ 
ing  the  Council  function — and  I  think  the  Council  functions  extreme¬ 
ly  well — and  now  sitting  on  the  Presidents  Commission  and 
watching  the  Presidents  Commission  function,  I  think  that  the  prob¬ 
lem  is  the  coalescing  of  both  those  groups  in  terms  of  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  legislation.  ~ 

Yesterday  we  saw  a  prime  example  of  what  the  Presidents  Com¬ 
mission  did,  which  in  essence  was  inconsistent  with  what  I  think  the 
membership  wanted.  The  membership  spoke  loud  and  clear  on  Pro¬ 
posals  23,  24  and  25  because  that  legislation  wasn’t  thought  out 
enough  and  wasn’t  specific  enough.  What  about  the  possibility  of  per¬ 
haps  a  more  simplistic  approach  to  the  structure?  We  might  have  an 
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executive  director  or  a  president  of  the  Association  and  a  board  of  di¬ 
rectors  that  would  be  no  more  than  15  members.  That  board  would 
be  reflective  of  Divisions  I,  II  and  III  with  perhaps  Division  I  having 
more  of  a  numerical  lead  m  that  than  II  and  III.  Then  we  could  look 
at  that  board  having  the  responsibility  of  setting  the  overall  policy 
direction  for  the  Association.  Not  specific  legislation,  but  policy  direc¬ 
tion.  Then  under  that  board  of  directors,  have  a  group  that  literally 
is  a  combination  of  the  Presidents  Commission  and  the  Council.  It 
could  function  as  the  Council  does  in  developing  legislation,  but  in¬ 
clude  more  presidents  in  the  membership.  I  think  presidents  are 
good  policy  people.  We  don’t  do  good  staff  work.  The  Council  has  a 
history  I  think  of  doing  excellent  staff  work  with  the  standing  com¬ 
mittees  and  the  use  of  the  staff  of  the  NCAA. 

For  example,  if  you  increase  the  presidential  membership  from 
two  to  four  in  each  division  on  the  Council,  I  think  that  will  give 
presidential  involvement  and  perhaps  negate  the  necessity  of  having 
another  body  of  30  presidents  that  functions.  Because  you  would 
have  presidential  representation,  it  would  be  the  presidents  who 
would  serve  on  the  board  of  directors.  So  you  would  have  the  presi¬ 
dents  setting  the  overall  direction,  then  you  would  have  the  Council, 
but  you  would  have  expanded  presidential  involvement.  That  Coun¬ 
cil  would  be  responsible  for  the  generation  of  policy  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  and  all  the  other  things  that  the  Council  does  now.  Then  you 
could  have  several  standing  committees  of  that  group  that  would  do 
some  of  the  staff  work.  That  might  be  your  structure.  Just  a  thought. 

Mr,  Herbert:  Steve,  could  you  talk  with  Tony  about  that  just  to 
make  sure  that  we  get  all  those  ideas  incorporated? 

Stephen  A*  Mallonee  (NCAA  Staff):  Yes. 

Paul  H,  Engelmann  (Central  Missouri  State  University):  Two 
comments  in  general.  First  of  all,  1  would  like  to  speak  strongly  in 
favor  of  the  one  school,  one  vote  concept.  I  am  sure  that  the  Council 
and  the  Presidents  Commission  worked  very  hard  through  their  sur¬ 
veys  to  come  up  with  legislation  they  thought  reflected  the  views  of 
the  membership.  I  think  Proposals  22  through  25  were  a  pretty  good 
indication  of  how  far  off  they  were.  I  am  sure  all  of  us  since  that  report 
is  going  to  be  published,  voted  the  way  our  CEO  wanted.  It  was  cer¬ 
tainly  not  what  the  group  of  presidents  on  the  Commission  wanted. 

Secondly,  I  d  like  to  point  out  that  I  serve  as  a  Division  II  represen¬ 
tative  on  the  executive  committee  of  the  Faculty  Athletics  Represen¬ 
tatives  Association.  We  have  talked  about  the  possibility  perhaps  of 
some  kind  of  inclusion  legislatively  of  certain  numbers  of  faculty  rep¬ 
resentatives  on  the  various  constituent  bodies.  You  have  before  you 
an  example  in  which  it  was  determined  somewhere  the  faculty  ath¬ 
letics  reps  did  not  need  to  be  included  on  the  restructuring  commit¬ 
tee.  We  are  independent  enough  and  hard-headed  enough  to  think 
that  we  are  probably  the  one  group  of  the  three  major  constituents  in 
the  Association  that  is  probably  the  most  independent.  We  don’t  have 
alums  yelling  at  us  like  the  presidents.  We  don’t  have  a  budget  to 
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worry  about  like  ADs.  We  think  we  have  something  to  offer  and  it’s 
frequently  being  ignored. 

Mr,  Herbert:  I  can’t  tell  you  if  it  is  our  intent  to  have  faculty  reps 
included  on  the  management  Council  and  also  student  representa¬ 
tives  as  well. 

James  Fallis  (University  of  Northern  Colorado):  I  think  the  mem¬ 
bership  can  lend  assistance  to  the  committee.  Before  we  leave  and 
before  we  get  a  survey,  maybe  we  can  take  another  straw  vote  and 
give  you  a  sense  of  what  our  feelings  are  about  the  existing  form  of 
government,  which  is  one  vote  per  institution.  If  you  have  that  infor¬ 
mation  as  a  guide,  it  will  help  you  tremendously  in  the  future  in  de¬ 
veloping  the  committees  and  everything  else.  I  would  like  to  see  a 
straw  vote  on  that. 

Mr.  Herbert:  Let’s  go  through  the  various  issues  to  see  if  there 
are  two  or  three  our  four  of  those  that  we  would  like  to  get  a  straw 
vote  on. 

The  next  broad  area  is  guarantees  This  is  very  important.  I  hope 
all  of  you  will  pay  close  attention  to  this  because  it  has  very  signifi¬ 
cant  implications  for  all  of  our  institutions  and  our  students. 

Mr,  Lindemenn:  You  may  have  noted  yesterday  that  all  three  di¬ 
visions  have  a  shared  sense  that  we  must  have  guarantees  to  assure 
that  the  youngsters  in  each  division  will  continue  to  have  champi¬ 
onship  opportunities  in  a  proportion  similar  to  what  they  have  avail¬ 
able  to  them  now;  that  we  will  continue  to  have  funds  for  enhance¬ 
ment;  that  we  will  continue  to  have  all  of  the  accouterments 
provided  that  we  currently  have,  including  things  like  catastrophic 
insurance  and  money  for  involvement  of  our  student-athletes  in  the 
research  projects  that  are  brought  forward  by  the  entire  Association; 
that  we  will  have  money  for  governance;  that  we  will  have  adequate 
funding  for  things  like  certification,  if  that  is  a  direction  in  which 
this  body  chooses  to  move;  and  to  be  assured  that  we  will  have  the 
continued  support  at  the  level  that  we  enjoy  currently  of  the 
wonderful  NCAA  staff. 

So  all  of  those  things  are  things  that  we  think  we  have  to  have. 
They  are  things  that  the  other  divisions — particularly  Division 
1 — seem  to  be  comfortable  in  providing.  That  isn’t  quite  all  that  we 
need.  We  also  need  to  deal  with  the  possible  migration  or  immigra¬ 
tion  of  membership.  I  think  that  is  something  that’s  going  to  have  to 
be  addressed.  It’s  going  to  be  a  point  of  some  controversy. 

I  think  that  there  are  those  in  Division  I  who  believe  that  new  dol¬ 
lars  coming  to  this  Association  provide  adequate  support  for  us  to  ab¬ 
sorb  members.  In  fact,  I  was  provided  with  one  report  that  indicated 
based  on  current  funding  and  the  enhancement  that  would  come  as  a 
result  of  a  new  TV  contract  that  this  division  possibly  could  absorb 
up  to  100  new  members  using  those  enhancement  dollars  But  I  can 
tell  you  that  my  personal  position — and  I  believe  it  would  be  the  po¬ 
sition  of  this  committee — is  that  enhancement  is  enhancement.  And 
that  we,  like  Division  I  and  Division  III,  are  very  interested  in  pro- 
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viding  things  that  are  better  for  our  student-athletes  and  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  our  constituency. 

I  think  we  would  argue  that  enhancement  money  ought  to  be  used 
for  improvement  in  what  we  do,  not  used  to  sustain  a  larger  mem¬ 
bership  at  the  same  level  of  what  we  do.  1  think  that’s  going  to  be  a 
very,  very  critical  issue.  It’s  going  to  be  a  point  of  contention  as  we 
move  forward  I  think  what  we  would  ask  of  you  is  do  you  have  con¬ 
cerns?  Are  there  things  that  we  may  not  have  addressed,  that  we 
may  not  have  considered  in  the  form  of  guarantees  that  ought  to  be 
considered  and  that  we  ought  to  be  sure  to  put  on  the  table  as  we 
move  forward? 

Donald  F.  Behrend  (University  of  Alaska  Anchorage):  One  of  the 
areas  that  I  think  needs  attention  is  Division  II  schools  that  partici¬ 
pate  at  the  Division  I  level  in  a  number  of  sports.  That’s  something 
that  you  need  to  get  into  your  deliberations  very  soon  because  there 
are  difficulties  right  now  with  Division  II  institutions  in  the  gover¬ 
nance  process  of  Division  1  sports  that  they  play  in.  That  could  be 
compounded  so  that  there  would  be  more  difficulty  or  even  a  lost  op¬ 
portunity.  I  would  urge  you  to  put  that  into  your  deliberations  very, 
very  soon 

Mr.  Herbert:  We  will.  I  should  note  that  there  is  one  question 
that  we  don’t  have  an  answer  to.  What  will  Division  I  do  in  a  federat¬ 
ed  model  to  encourage  or  make  more  difficult  the  kind  of  option  that 
you  are  talking  about?  But  that  is  something  that  we  can  also  bring 
to  the  table  as  we  talk  with  them  about  those. 

Mr.  Behrend:  Yes,  I  hope  you  will. 

Mr.  Herbert:  Yes,  we  definitely  will  do  that.  What  we  want  to 
make  sure  of  is  that  in  representing  our  institutions  that  we  have  ze¬ 
roed  in  on  those  issues  that  you  regard  as  being  of  primary  impor¬ 
tance.  We  spent  several  hours  talking  about  these.  We  think  we  have 
covered  most  of  them,  but  we  just  want  to  make  sure. 

Alan  R.  Graham  (Seattle  Pacific  University):  I  would  also  like  to 
comment  on  the  previous  statement  about  multidivision  classifica¬ 
tion  for  a  particular  sport.  For  those  of  us  who  are  somewhat  geo¬ 
graphically  isolated,  it  can  save  us  division  membership  in  the  cur¬ 
rent  Division  II  structure  by  being  able  to  send  a  particular  program 
into  another  division.  Along  the  same  line,  the  idea  of  enhancement 
with  some  of  the  services  we  provide  to  new  colleagues  coming  in 
might  apply  to  those  of  us  geographically  isolated  if  we  can  attract 
some  of  those  NAIA-type  of  programs  that  are  like-mmded  with 
some  enhancement-type  of  services.  That  would  serve  to  enhance  our 
programs  particularly  well  because  the  number  of  travel  miles  that 
we  have  to  fund. 


B.  Keith  Baker  (Grand  Canyon  University):  Geographical  isola¬ 
tion  has  always  been  a  concern  of  ours  as  well  being  the  only  Divi¬ 
sion  11  member  in  Arizona.  But  I’d  like  to  reiterate  once  again  that 
the  opportunity  as  a  Division  II  member  to  compete  at  the  Division  I 
level  was  a  very  important  factor  in  considering  NCAA  membership. 
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For  our  baseball  program  to  be  able  to  continue  at  that  level  is  a  very 
big  concern  for  us  as  well. 

Rudy  Carvajal  (California  State  University,  Bakersfield):  Has 
there  been  any  preliminary  discussion  on  multidivision  classifica¬ 
tions9  How  is  that  process  going? 

Mr.  Herbert:  No,  we  have  not  discussed  it. 

Mr.  Carvajal:  I  do  think  that’s  an  important  issue  We  moved  sev¬ 
eral  years  ago  for  that  opportunity  to  petition  the  division.  There 
was  a  lot  of  misgivings.  I  think  it  would  be  important  to  lay  out  those 
ground  rules  early  enough  so  we  can  have  an  opportunity  to  look  at 
it  and  how  it  impacts  our  programs. 

Mr.  Herbert:  Very  good.  We  will. 

Gregory  Fox  (University  of  Minnesota,  Duluth):  I  also  have  a 
comment  on  the  multidivisional  problems  that  may  be  confronted  by 
the  new  federation  proposals  As  many  of  you  may  know,  there  are 
currently  53  programs  participating  in  Division  I  ice  hockey.  Seven¬ 
teen  of  those  programs  are  in  Division  II  or  Division  III  programs.  If 
we  are  not  cautious  about  this  matter,  it  is  possible  that  there  would 
not  be  Division  II  or  Division  III  championships  in  that  sport.  As  an 
administrator,  Division  I  ice  hockey  is  very  important  to  the  Division 
II  programs  on  our  campus.  It  is  very  important  to  the  general  stu¬ 
dent  body  of  our  campus  as  well  as  the  larger  community. 

Mr.  Herbert:  Thank  you  for  giving  us  those  numbers.  We  will  use 
that  in  our  discussions. 

Unidentified  Delegate:  In  regard  to  increased  enhancement  and 
additional  revenues  from  the  television  contract,  I  would  like  to  see 
Division  II  look  at  the  approach  Division  I  is  taking  in  terms  of  aca¬ 
demic  enhancement  at  each  particular  institution.  This  is  the  Con¬ 
vention  on  student  welfare.  We  are  all  here  to  educate  our  student- 
athletes. 

Mr.  Herbert:  Thank  you  Are  there  any  other  comments?  If  not, 
the  last  area  that  we’d  like  to  focus  on  is  membership  issues.  We 
have  talked  about  that  already  in  a  sense,  but  Chuck  do  you  want  to 
say  anything  else  about  that? 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  On  the  issue  of  membership  criteria,  we  have 
had  some  success  with  the  provisional  membership  approach  to  deal¬ 
ing  with  new  members  coming  into  Division  II.  We  have  not  ad¬ 
dressed  that  at  all  in  the  restructuring  committee.  I  guess  the  issue 
would  be  do  you  have  any  concerns  with  respect  to  the  criteria  for 
membership  as  they  are  currently  written?  Does  the  criteria  for 
membership  that  we  operate  under  remain  appropriate  for  Division 
II?  Would  you  have  any  criteria  for  those  members  who  might  come 
down  to  Division  II  or  up  to  Division  II  from  Division  III?  Those  are 
the  issues  we  want  to  confront. 

Herb  F.  Reinhard  (Valdosta  State  University):  I  think  the  point 
you  just  made  is  something  we  really  need  to  explore.  Division  II 
right  now  whether  we  like  it  or  not  is  a  very  diverse  body.  Very  di¬ 
verse  And  I  see  it  becoming  more  diverse.  With  restructuring,  I 
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think  we  will  see  some  Division  I  schools  trickling  down  I  think  we 
will  continue  to  see  some  NA1A  schools  coming  in.  1  think  the  com¬ 
mittee  needs  to  explore  how  we  are  going  to  handle  coming  down  and 
coming  up.  Three  or  four  years  from  now  we  don’t  want  to  be  caught 
with  half  of  the  division  or  a  quarter  of  the  division  wanting  to  play 
at  this  scholarship  level.  It’s  just  not  a  football  issue.  It’s  more  than 
just  a  football  issue. 

Mr.  Herbert:  Thank  you  very  much.  Are  there  any  other  com¬ 
ments  about  membership?  If  not,  let  me  just  also  note  that  one  other 
major  challenge  for  us  as  we  go  through  this  process  is  to  reach 
agreement  with  Division  I  about  those  common  areas  of  interest  that 
bind  us  together  that  would  require  Association-wide  rules  and  regu¬ 
lations.  We  saw  during  this  Convention  the  fact  that  there  were 
some  votes  cast  yesterday  where  Divisions  II  and  III  took  one  posi¬ 
tion,  Division  I  took  yet  another.  But  we’ll  be  talking  about  some  of 
those  values  and  questions;  those  principles  that  bind  us  together. 
Some  of  that  occurs  in  the  context  of  committees.  But  whether  they 
be  questions  of  eligibility  or  others,  we  have  got  to  sort  out  what 
matters  should  be  voted  on  across  the  board  by  all  of  our  members. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  I  would  ask  you  to  take  a  quick  look  at  a  prelim¬ 
inary  redraft  of  the  Division  II  philosophy  statement.  You  will  find 
that  in  the  document  you  have  been  provided.  I  would  appreciate  any 
response  you  might  have  to  the  modifications  in  that  document  that 
were  made  to  see  whether  they  accurately  reflect  at  this  point  Divi¬ 
sion  II  as  you  know  it  or  Division  II  as  you  would  have  it  be. 

Mr.  Herbert:  Let  me  just  conclude  by  assuring  you  that  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  this  task  force  are  going  to  be  as  aggressive  as  we  can  in  pre¬ 
senting  the  Division  II  agenda  throughout  the  process  as  we  go  to 
the  steering  committee  and  try  to  reach  closure  on  a  final  document 
that  will  be  presented  next  year  to  the  Convention. 

We  feel  very  strongly,  I  want  to  emphasize  this,  that  this  reorgani¬ 
zation  effort  is  about  much  more  than  money,  power  and  control. 
That  is  not  a  view  that  is  shared  with  some  of  our  larger  institution¬ 
al  colleagues.  But  it  is  about  developing  a  structure  that  will  foster 
collegiali ty,  equity  and  access  to  opportunity  in  intercollegiate  athlet¬ 
ics.  It  is  about  the  values  and  principles  around  which  intercollegiate 
athletics  should  be  built  and  conducted.  It  is  also  about  the  role  of  in¬ 
tercollegiate  athletics  m  higher  education.  Finally,  I  think  it  is  clear 
it  is  also  about  continuing  with  the  reform  agenda  that  is  making  us 
a  stronger  organization  We’d  like  to  thank  you  very  much  for  your 
thoughtful  comments  and  your  advice  this  morning.  We  would  like  to 
try  to  pull  together  all  the  information  that  we  need  for  our  meeting 
in  February.  Rather  than  conducting  a  straw  vote  today,  it  might  be 
more  helpful  to  send  something  back  out  to  each  of  our  associations, 
division  institutions  and  conferences  to  get  feedback  on  a  few  of  the 
key  issues.  Part  of  the  challenge  for  us  is  to  try  to  restructure  in  a 
fashion  that  enables  us  to  get  the  kind  of  feedback  that  we  need  in 
order  to  go  forward. 
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I  see  just  by  looking  around  the  room  that  about  half  of  our  insti¬ 
tutions  are  gone.  I  am  not  sure  that  a  straw  vote  today  would  be  as 
helpful  as  giving  all  of  our  institutions  a  chance  to  comment.  We  will 
share  with  you  the  results  of  that  as  we  go  forward. 

Johnnie  D.  Myers  (Morris  Brown  College):  I  am  really  concerned 
about  the  students.  I  haven’t  heard  an  awful  lot  about  restructuring 
and  how  the  students  will  be  affected.  I  want  to  know  what  type  of 
mechanism  will  be  put  into  place  that  will  assure  that  the  student- 
athlete  will  not  be  treated  differently  among  the  divisions.  One  divi¬ 
sion  might  want  to  ofTer  certain  types  of  perks  that  other  divisions 
might  not.  What  types  of  mechanisms  will  be  put  into  place  to  make 
sure  that  does  not  happen,  that  the  student-athlete  will  not  be  ex¬ 
ploited  anymore  than  they  already  are?  If  you  put  something  in 
place,  how  is  that  going  to  be  monitored?  _ 

Mr.  Herbert:  It  is  important  to  recognize  that  the  rules  diner 
right  now  between  divisions  Students  are  treated  differently  right- 
now  between  divisions  The  practical  reality  is  that  some  of  that  will 
continue  as  we  go  forward  with  a  more  federated  approach.  Ihe  key 
is  to  assure  that  we  have  committees  that  cut  across  the  Association, 
that  focus  on  the  welfare  of  student-athletes  and  that  that  is  provid¬ 
ed  for  in  our  plan.  That  is  something  that  this  division  will  have  to 

be  very  mindful  of.  ..  .. 

The  committees  that  we  have  created  have  focused  attention  on 
the  fact  that  one  of  our  seven  committees  is  a  Student-Athlete  Advi¬ 
sory  Committee.  I  would  assume  that  that  would  address  some  of  the 
issues  that  you  are  talking  about.  In  my  comments  a  few  moments 
ago,  1  tried  to  emphasize  the  fact  that  we  feel  very  strongly  about  the 
students  we  are  trying  to  serve  and  help  educate  through  intercolle¬ 
giate  athletics.  It  is  a  value  about  which  we  feel  very  strongly. 

James  Fallis  (University  of  Northern  Colorado):  With  all  due  re¬ 
spect,  I  did  ask  that  we  take  a  straw  vote  on  the  one  vote  per  institu¬ 
tion  l  think  it’s  a  little  bit  dangerous  to  presume  that  sending  out  a 
survey  in  January  is  going  to  get  you  the  results  that  you  want.  The 
little  time  it  will  take  to  ask  for  a  straw  vote  on  that  position  might 
give  you  a  stronger  indication  when  the  surveys  come  back.  I  please 
ask  you  for  that  straw  vote. 

Mr.  Herbert:  Pardon  me  for  one  minute.  Part  of  the  challenge  is 
figuring  out  how  to  structure  that  question  in  a  broader  context  than 
some  of  the  other  issues  we  have  to  deal  with.  If  we  have  a  manage¬ 
ment  council,  one  of  the  issues  will  be  to  figure  out  how  all  of  that 
works  in  the  context  of  one  institution,  one  vote.  But  lets  go  ahead 
and  take  a  straw  vote  on  it  and  not  deal  with  how  all  that  opera¬ 
tionally  comes  together.  . ,  . 

James  J.  Sims  (University  of  California,  Riverside):  You  can 
structure  this  straw  vote  on  the  three  different  models  you  have  put 
forward:  the  Division  I  model  that  is  completely  representative;  the 
Division  II  model,  which  you  proposed  this  morning  that  has  ele¬ 
ments  of  both;  and  the  Division  III  model,  which  is  one  institution 
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and  one  vote.  That  would  be  an  interesting  way  to  do  it. 

Mr.  Herbert:  Sure,  why  don’t  we  do  it  that  way? 

Thomas  J.  Kearns  (Northern  Kentucky  University):  I  hope  when 
you  send  out  a  survey  that  you  will  allow  us  to  respond  in  some  way 
as  to  whether  we  think  perhaps  the  process  has  already  gone  too  far. 
I  am  very  much  afraid  that  federation  is  now  going  to  become  sepa- 
ration.  I  think  all  of  us  are  very  suspicious  that  the  power,  money 
and  control  that  you  mentioned  are  driving  this  process.  Maybe  the 
total  direction  we  are  taking  now  is  not  in  the  best  interests  of  either 
Division  II  or  individual  institutions. 

I  am  very  much  afraid  that  there  will  be  harm  done  to  student- 
athletes  with  more  layers  and  more  autonomy.  Mistakes  will  take 
longer  to  get  corrected.  I  understand  the  presidents  need  for  more  di¬ 
rect  control.  I  have  sat  through  enough  tedious  meetings  over  the 
years  at  this  Convention  to  understand  the  need  for  more  efficiency, 
but  I  am  not  convinced  that  going  this  far  is  the  right  thing  to  do.  I 
hope  you  give  us  a  chance  to  express  that. 

Mr.  Herbert:  There  are  three  basic  models.  Model  one  is  proposed 
by  Division  I  and  essentially  calls  for  a  representative  form  of  gov¬ 
ernment  with  the  presidents  council  and  management  council  mak¬ 
ing  the  policy  decisions  for  the  division  with  some  critical  issues 
being  presented  to  the  full  membership  through  a  process  that  would 
require  substantial  numbers  asking  for  a  vote  on  it.  Division  III  es¬ 
sentially  is  proposing  a  one  institution,  one  vote  model.  We  have  put 
forward  a  model  that  incorporates  elements  of  the  two,  with  an  ini¬ 
tiative  and  referendum  process  built  into  it  to  assure  that  the  mem¬ 
bership  does  have  an  option  to  bring  to  the  floor  any  issues  that  it 
feels  strongly  about. 

Let’s  vote  on  this  using  paddles.  All  those  who  would  urge  us  to 
consider  the  Division  I  approach,  raise  your  paddles.  All  of  those  who 
favor  the  Division  III  approach,  a  one  institution,  one  vote  approach, 
please  raise  your  paddles.  Thank  you.  All  of  those  who  favor  a  modi¬ 
fied  approach,  combining  the  elements  of  the  two,  please  raise  your 
paddles? 

It  is  clear  that  in  terms  of  this  meeting  that  there  is  an  over¬ 
whelming  majority  in  support  of  one  institution,  one  vote.  Thank  you 
very  much.  If  you  have  any  comments  or  suggestions,  please  share 
those  with  us.  Steve  Mallonee  in  the  NCAA  office  is  our  staff  person 
on  this.  He  is  available  as  well. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  I  want  to  make  one  final  comment  on  a  state¬ 
ment  that  was  made  by  the  last  speaker.  I  think  it's  an  important 
one  to  make.  Someone  said  a  little  earlier  if  it  ain’t  broke,  why  are 
we  trying  to  fix  it? 

One  of  the  things  you  have  to  note  is  that  this  direction  has  been 
driven  largely  by  some  of  our  friends  in  Division  I.  We  have  respond¬ 
ed  to  the  challenge.  I  think  we  are  trying  to  put  a  positive  turn  on  a 
series  of  events  that  at  least  initially  were  negative.  There  are  some 
things  to  be  gained  through  further  federation.  But  I  want  you  to 
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know  that  I  share  with  you  the  concern  that  if  this  is  to  be  an  associ¬ 
ation  of  institutions  committed  to  higher  education  and  to  athletics 
in  the  context  of  higher  education,  then  this  federation,  this  associa¬ 
tion,  cannot  be  divided  too  far.  I  don’t  agree  that  we  have  to  be  com¬ 
pletely  federated.  I  think  those  up  here  with  me  today  feel  likewise. 
Our  Division  III  colleagues  have  the  same  concerns.  What  we  hope  to 
do  is  help  our  friends  m  Division  I  understand  that  much  of  what  we 
have  ought  to  be  retained. 

What  1  am  inclined  to  do  at  this  point  is  to  ask  the  certification 
folks  to  come  forward.  We’ll  hear  from  David  O’Toole— a  short  report 
on  certification.  Then  I  will  ask  Rich  to  come  up  and  tell  you  a  little 
bit  about  what’s  been  going  on  in  terms  of  the  research  on  student- 
athletes  and  their  academic  performance. 

Certification 

David  P.  O’Toole  (Bellarmine  College):  I  had  a  very  interesting 
previous  24  hours  I’d  like  to  share  with  you.  First  of  all,  the  chair  of 
our  committee,  Don  Lubbers,  who  happens  to  be  the  president  of 
Grand  Valley  State,  was  supposed  to  give  this  report.  He  talked  to 
me  yesterday  afternoon  and  indicated  that  there  was  a  miscommuni- 
cation.  He  had  to  get  back  to  Grand  Valley  this  morning.  So  he  asked 
Rita  and  myself  if  we  would  be  kind  enough  to  give  the  report. 

Unfortunately,  Don  left  me  his  notes.  He  is  left-handed.  Unfortu¬ 
nately,  1  am  also  left-handed.  I  am  used  to  looking  at  these  notes  a 
little  bit  sideways.  Also  at  the  end  of  the  business  session  yesterday 
afternoon,  I  happened  to  be  one  of  the  16  people  who  happened  to  be 
trapped  on  an  elevator  going  up  on  the  third  floor  in  the  north  tower. 
We  were  in  that  elevator  for  about  an  hour  and  30  minutes.  It  was  a 
diverse  group.  There  were  members  from  all  three  of  the  divisions,  so 
we  had  some  camaraderie  in  that  regard.  An  interesting  aspect  of  it 
was  that  one  of  the  Communications  Committee  members,  Sondra 
Norrell-Thomas,  was  also  on  the  elevator.  She  was  adjacent  to  me,  so 
we  gave  each  other  a  little  bit  of  support.  Everyone  on  the  elevator 
kind  of  took  everything  in  good  stead.  On  the  way  back  that  evening 
after  dinner,  lo  and  behold  I  am  getting  on  the  elevator.  I  hear  this 
scream  and  it  was  Sondra.  She  put  her  arms  up  in  the  air  and  said, 
“not  you  again  ”  So  1  feel  like  I  am  getting  an  inferiority  complex  as 
far  as  elevators  are  concerned. 

Let  me  introduce  to  you  the  members  of  the  Committee  on  Athlet¬ 
ics  Certification.  President  Lubbers  was  able  to  give  his  report  to  the 
Division  II  presidents  yesterday  during  their  luncheon  and  there 
seemed  to  be  fairly  unanimous  support  of  the  report.  If  you  recall, 
the  Presidents  Commission  along  with  the  Council  formed  a  joint 
committee  to  study  certification.  On  that  committee  is  Clint  Bryant, 
athletics  director  at  Augusta;  my  colleague,  Rita  Castagna,  from  As¬ 
sumption  College;  Tony  Ceddia,  president  of  Shippensburg  Universi¬ 
ty  and;  Don  Cook,  athletics  director  at  Sacred  Heart  University  We 
have  Asa  Green  as  a  consultant.  President  Lubbers  is  chairing  our 
committee  We  had  Marjorie  Trout,  assistant  athletics  director  at 
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Millersville  University,  and  Kent  Wyatt,  who  happens  to  be  presi¬ 
dent  of  Delta  State  University.  So  it  was  a  diverse  group  made  of 
presidents,  athletics  directors  and  myself,  a  faculty  rep. 

We  had  a  couple  of  meetings  and  instead  of  trying  to  reinvent  the 
wheel,  we  kind  of  used  the  forms  that  have  been  developed  by  the  Di¬ 
vision  I  certification.  Obviously,  we  asked  questions  if  what  they  are 
doing  m  their  division  would  be  appropriate  for  us  to  adopt.  So  we  ei¬ 
ther  accept  some  of  their  ideas,  adopted  new  ideas  or  rejected  them. 
You  should  have  received  a  copy  of  the  preliminary  report  with  your 
packet  when  you  registered.  If  you  did  not  get  a  copy  of  that,  1  do 
have  some  extra  ones  up  here  on  the  dais.  A  summary  of  these  pre¬ 
liminary  ideas  that  we  have  developed  also  will  be  published  in  The 
NCAA  News.  Our  time  line  is  to  have  legislation  presented  to  the 
Presidents  Commission  and  Council  in  their  April  meeting.  This  will 
include  a  full  packet  of  legislation  about  the  guidelines  of  certifica¬ 
tion. 

If  restructuring  doesn't  interfere  with  that  time  line,  we  should 
have  some  legislation  available  for  your  consideration  at  the  1996 
Convention.  The  certification  process  would  start  in  January  1998. 

Let  me  give  you  a  brief  overview  of  some  of  the  objectives  and  prin¬ 
ciples  of  the  data  that  have  been  developed  by  the  certification  com¬ 
mittee.  Let  me  cite  some  of  the  objectives.  First  of  all,  one  of  the  ob¬ 
jectives  is  to  assist  the  colleges  and  universities  to  maintain  and 
strengthen  their  athletics  program  and  make  it  consistent  with  the 
academic  objectives  through  regularly  scheduled  consultation,  re¬ 
view  and  certification.  It  also  is  designed  to  involve  people  on  the 
campus  outside  of  the  athletics  department  in  the  review  process, 
making  the  college  or  university  as  a  whole  responsible  for  a  strong 
athletics  program  and  aware  of  its  contribution  to  the  life  of  the  cam¬ 
pus.  Thirdly  it  will  provide  goals  and  standards  for  Division  II  to 
make  it  a  cohesive  unit  of  the  NCAA.  Through  a  common  commit¬ 
ment  of  those  goals  and  standards  it  will  provide  a  basis  for  mutual 
respect  amongst  all  Division  II  institutions. 

It’s  also  designed  to  show  the  constituencies  of  each  institutional 
member  and  the  public  at  large  that  Division  II  colleges  and  univer¬ 
sities  are  committed  to  a  common  set  of  goals  and  standards  in  the 
operation  of  their  athletics  programs.  That  commitment  should  be 
part  of  their  total  curriculum  and  campus  life.  It's  also  designed  to 
protect  the  integrity  of  student-athletes. 

The  committee  followed  some  of  the  ideas  of  Division  I  as  far  as 
materials  that  they  have  developed  and  adopted  those  that  we  think 
are  consistent  with  Division  II.  We  are  trying  to  make  the  process  as 
simple  as  possible  and  incorporate  it  within  the  institutional  self- 
study  that  all  of  the  Divisions  II  and  I  institutions  are  supposed  to 
conduct  under  current  legislation.  We  are  trying  to  set  up  the  pro¬ 
gram  to  make  the  costs  as  small  as  possible.  It  was  a  mandate  from 
the  Presidents  Commission  to  keep  the  cost  to  the  institutions  rela¬ 
tively  low.  The  process  will  be  a  very  simple  overview  that  would  re¬ 
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quire  some  type  of  institutional  self-study  in  the  process.  At  the  end 
of  that,  we  ll  have  some  type  of  a  peer-review  team  come  in  to  consult 
with  the  institution. 

The  composition  of  the  peer-review  team  as  far  as  numbers  are 
concerned  would  be  two  at  a  minimum  and  four  at  a  maximum.  1  he 
institution  that  will  be  visited  will  be  consulted  as  far  as  the  make¬ 
up  and  numbers  are  concerned.  Also  involved  would  be  a  traintng  pe¬ 
riod  for  those  who  would  be  involved  in  certification.  We  hope  to  have 
those  training  periods  during  the  Convention  so  that  we  can  save 
travel  costs.  We’ll  also  possibly  use  some  regional  meetings  to  accom¬ 
plish  that  It’s  estimated  that  additional  costs  would  be  somewhere 
in  the  neighborhood  of  $3,000  to  $4,000.  That  will  cover  the  out-of- 
pocket  costs  for  preparations  and  for  team  visits. 

One  of  the  major  questions  that  remains  to  be  answered  is  the  in¬ 
volvement  of  the  NCAA  staff.  How  much  do  we  want  them  to  be  in¬ 
volved  m  the  process?  That’s  going  to  have  some  impact  as  far  as  the 
costs  are  concerned.  We  would  expect  to  be  voting  in  1996  on  the  leg¬ 
islation  that  we  are  in  the  process  of  proposing. 

The  total  certification  package  will  be  comprised  of  standards  and 
operating  principles,  a  legislative  package,  a  self-study  instrument 
and  an  athletics  certification  handbook.  As  I  have  indicated,  the  re¬ 
structuring  in  1996  might  be  postponed  due  to  changes  in  the  struc¬ 
ture  of  the  NCAA.  There  are  approximately  260  Division  II  members 
in  the  Association.  The  committee  foresees  about  25,  or  about  10  per¬ 
cent  of  that  group  each  year  going  through  some  type  of  certification 
so  there  would  be  a  10-year  cycle.  Within  that  10-year  cycle,  there 
would  be  the  required  five-year  self-study.  After  the  five-year  self- 
study,  we’d  have  a  five-year  self-study  with  an  additional  peer  re- 

The  four  principles  that  the  whole  certification  process  will  be 
based  upon,  are  governance  and  commitment  to  rules  compliance, 
academic  integrity;  fiscal  integrity;  and  equity.  The  peer-review  team 
will  make  some  type  of  a  recommendation  back  to  a  permanent  certi¬ 
fication  committee,  which  will  be  incorporated  in  the  legislative  pro¬ 
cess  and  be  a  standing  committee  of  Division  II 

The  peer-review  committee  would  recommend  back  to  the  certmca- 
tion  committee  their  recommendations  as  far  as  the  status  is  con¬ 
cerned.  We  see  that  there  would  be  three  conclusions  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  can  come  to.  The  institution  should  be  certified  or  certihed 
with  conditions.  These  conditions  would  be  given  a  timetable  to  be 
corrected.  The  third  category  would  be  noncertified. 

The  legislation  packet  that  will  be  presented  will  have  to  cover  a 
variety  of  different  issues.  The  constitution  would  need  revision  to 
allow  and  require  certification  for  active  members  in  Division  II  _ 
There  are  a  couple  of  other  articles  within  the  constitution  that  all  oi 
the  divisions  would  have  to  agree  upon  for  Division  II  to  get  this  pro¬ 
cess  started.  And  also  within  the  bylaws  there  would  be  a  few  that 
would  be  Division  II-only  for  consideration. 
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As  far  as  cost  is  concerned,  it  looks  like  the  NCAA  would  have  to  ■ 

provide  for  a  yearly  cost  of  a  minimum  of  about  $225,000.  That  j 

would  depend  upon  how  much  we  wish  the  NCAA  staff  to  be  in- 
volved  with  this  process.  * 

That  concludes  my  presentation.  There  are  a  few  members  in  the  •  ) 
audience  who  also  were  on  the  committee.  I  would  be  glad  to  answer 
some  questions  if  I  can  ask  them  to  help  me  with  the  responses. 

Robert  E.  Hartwell  (Adelphi  University):  Speaking  on  behalf  of 
the  New  York  Collegiate  Athletic  Conference,  just  some  general 
statements.  I  appreciate  the  softness  and  the  kindness  of  your  re-  1 
port.  But  we  have  a  lot  of  questions  as  you  continue  with  your  chore 
First  of  all,  we  have  been  confused  about  why  Division  II  is  getting  j 
into  certification.  We  do  understand  some  presidents  indicated  that 
the  Division  I  model  is  one  that  they  are  interested  in  Division  II  fol¬ 
lowing.  Over  the  last  five  years,  we  constantly  have  talked  about  Di¬ 
vision  II  becoming  a  division  of  its  own  and  going  its  own  way.  This 
whole  idea  of  certification  should  have  come  about  if  there  were  a  lot 
of  abuses  and  a  lot  of  things  taking  place  in  Division  II  that  would 
cause  this  kind  of— if  I  may  use  the  term— investigation  of  institu¬ 
tions  and  their  policies  and  operation.  The  one  thing  that  some  of  our 
institutions  have  found  when  we  have  visits  of  peer  reviewer  or  vio¬ 
lations  and  the  NCAA  comes  in  and  visits  is  that  it  costs  the  institu¬ 
tion  a  lot  of  money  and  a  lot  of  time  to  put  together  the  materials 
and  be  prepared  for  that  kind  of  visit. 

We’d  like  the  hard-working  committee  to  really  look  at  its  purpose. 

I  would  suggest  in  some  ways  that  the  effort  itself  is  one  that  we 
should  look  at  because  the  New  York  Collegiate  Athletic  Conference 
and  my  institution,  Adelphi  University,  just  don’t  feel  that  this  is 
necessary  in  Division  II.  I’d  like  to  hear  further  discussion  on  that. 

Mr.  O’Toole:  Just  one  response.  The  way  that  the  certification  has 
been  driven  in  the  past  was  from  the  Presidents  Commission.  The 
Presidents  Commission  two  Conventions  ago  established  a  prelimi¬ 
nary  task  force  to  study  certification.  As  a  consequence,  this  commit¬ 
tee  that  I  happen  to  be  on  was  formed  to  go  ahead  with  that  particu¬ 
lar  process.  The  last  two  Conventions,  including  this  one,  the 
Presidents  Commission  overwhelmingly  told  and  instructed  this  par¬ 
ticular  committee  to  proceed  with  that  process. 

Ed  B.  Harris  (Missouri  Western  State  College):  I  would  support 
the  comments  of  the  gentleman  from  Adelphi.  I  would  also  like  to  go 
back  to  the  one  institution,  one  vote  delegate.  I  think  this  issue  in 
particular  brings  up  the  fact  that  a  lot  of  times  things  get  rolling  at 
the  Presidents  Commission  level  that  sound  like  great  ideas  that  the 
membership  may  or  may  not  be  behind.  I  do  think  that  this  is  proba¬ 
bly  necessary  at  the  Division  I  level.  I’m  one  of  those  who  is  not  very 
sure  that  its  necessary  at  our  level.  As  I  put  a  quick  pencil  to  this 
thing,  you  are  saying  the  NCAA  is  going  to  spend  $225,000  a  year.  In 
institutional  cost,  there  will  be  another  $750,000  to  $1.3  million  over 
10  years  spent  by  institutions  on  this.  If  we  want  to  talk  about  cut- 
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ting  costs,  let’s  quit  cutting  scholarships  for  athletes  and  coaches. 
Let’s  cut  out  some  of  these  administrative  expenses. 

James  H.  Jordan  (Delta  State  University):  We  just  finished  a 
certification  that  we  undergo  every  10  years.  Every  university  in 
here  has  an  association  that  evaluates  them  every  10  years  for  ac¬ 
creditation.  The  NCAA  could  incorporate  at  that  time  to  do  the  same 
things  in  athletics.  It’s  going  to  be  done  because  they  want  to  see 
your  budgets  and  see  that  you  are  in  compliance.  That  would  be  the 
time  to  do  it.  So  you  do  it  just  once  and  you  don’t  repeat  yourself  and 
create  a  lot  of  work  for  your  registrar,  financial  aid  officer  and  facul¬ 
ty  rep.  We  can’t  afford  a  compliance  officer,  so  we  have  to  do  all  this 
stuff.  It’s  a  lot  of  work  for  these  people.  If  there  is  any  way  we  can  in¬ 
corporate  it  in  that  accreditation  study,  it  would  really  be  good  for 
the  university. 

Mr.  O’Toole:  The  committee  is  trying  to  accommodate  both  the  ac¬ 
creditation  association  and  the  institutional  self-study  so  that  there 
would  be  as  little  overlap  as  possible.  What  the  individual  institution 
has  to  do  for  their  accrediting  association  will  go  a  long  way  toward 
this  institutional  self-study.  We  are  trying  to  approach  it  from  a  very 
positive  point  of  view.  We  are  not  looking  at  it  as  a  negative,  inves¬ 
tigative  process.  We  are  trying  to  approach  it  from  the  point  of  view 
of  improving.  Any  time  that  you  go  through  an  institutional  self 
study,  it’s  going  to  improve  the  process  that  you  have  or  the  program 
that  you  are  studying.  If  we  can  do  this  in  a  very,  positive  manner, 
get  the  entire  institution  available  to  be  involved  in  the  process,  in¬ 
volve  those  processes  that  are  already  under  way  through  institu¬ 
tional  accreditation  in  general,  the  better  the  process  is  going  to  be.  I 
am  sure  that  we  will  try  to  incorporate  the  process  to  be  in  coordina¬ 
tion  with  the  accreditation  associations  as  much  as  possible. 

James  F.  Battle  (Virginia  Union  University):  Someone  made  a 
comment  this  morning  that  if  it’s  not  broke,  why  are  we  trying  to  fix 
it?  It  seems  that  there  is  a  lot  of  diversity  at  the  Division  II  level.  You 
have  institutions  that  have  500  student  bodies,  other  institutions 
have  10,000  student  bodies.  We  have  institutions  that  give  aid  based 
on  need,  you  have  institutions  that  give  full  financial  aid.  You  have 
institutions  with  facilities  on  campus,  you  have  institutions  that 
don’t  have  facilities  on  campus.  We’re  different.  This  diversity  seems 
to  be  good  for  Division  II.  Why  would  there  be  an  effort  to  make  us 
all  alike?  We  don’t  need  to  be  alike.  Because  we  are  different  it 
doesn’t  mean  we  are  wrong.  I  think  we  already  operate  on  common 
goals,  common  objectives  and  compete  for  the  same  prize. 

Unlike  some  other  divisions,  Division  II  had  to  ask  for  some  type  of 
modified  championship  structure  for  one  group  that  does  one  thing 
differently  than  another  group.  It  seems  to  me  that  we  don’t  need 
this  certification  that’s  going  to  put  additional  burden  on  staffs  at  Di¬ 
vision  II  and  expense  when  we  don’t  have  those  resources.  I  have 
heard  it  said  that  small  minds  ask  questions,  big  minds  bring  ideas. 

I  just  hope  that  a  lot  of  these  ideas  from  the  Presidents  Commission 
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are  not  to  satisfy  big  minds. 

Marjorie  A.  Trout  (Millersville  University  of  Pennsylvania): 
Each  institution  will  vote  whether  we  should  have  certification.  I  do 
think  that's  important.  The  committee  is  only  putting  things  togeth- 
er  now.  It  will  come  back  so  each  institution  will  have  a  chance  to 
vote  on  it. 

Terry  Wanless  (University  of  North  Dakota):  As  someone  who  has 
had  the  opportunity  to  serve  on  a  Division  I  certification  process,  I 
would  assure  the  membership  that  this  is  not  a  witch  hunt.  This  is  a 
very  healthy  and  extremely  valuable  process  to  me  as  an  athletics  di- 
rector  to  be  able  to  visit  another  campus  and  go  through  that  pro¬ 
cess.  I  personally  learned  a  lot  about  things  that  I  think  this  mem¬ 
bership  would  find  very  valuable.  Also,  as  an  institution,  I’m  sure 
many  of  you  ask  the  compliance  people  on  your  campuses  to  do  re¬ 
views.  We  have  found  that  to  be  a  very  valuable  process. 

The  certification  process  is  something  that  we  should  not  go  in  the 
wrong  direction.  I  realize  there  would  be  some  additional  costs 
There  would  be  some  additional  work  that's  required  by  the  individu¬ 
al  member  institution  if  this  process  is  passed.  But  I  also  think  you’ll 
find  it  a  very  valuable  process.  I  think  you'll  be  able  to  find  you  can 
do  things  on  your  campus  that  you  currently  cannot  do  because  per¬ 
haps  politically  it  just  wouldn't  be  feasible  to  use  an  athletics  direc¬ 
tor  to  accomplish  that. 

This  will  give  you  a  forum  to  make  changes  that  many  times  you 
cannot  make  So  go  slowly  on  this  one.  Don’t  overreact  and  assume 
that  this  is  something  that  is  going  to  be  very  bad.  I  think  you  will 
find  it  very  beneficial  to  your  campus  if  it's  done  in  the  right  frame¬ 
work. 

G.  Jean  Cerra  (Barry  University):  I  concur  that  the  self-study  ac¬ 
creditation  certification  process  is  a  very  healthy  process  on  any 
campus.  Any  time  you  go  into  your  innards,  so  to  speak,  and  exam¬ 
ine  what  you  are  doing,  good  things  come  out  of  that. 

But  I  think  the  point  we're  trying  to  make  is  that  we  are  already 
doing  that  with  other  agencies.  I  know  our  president  and  vice-presi¬ 
dent  feel  very  strongly  that  the  last  thing  we  need  is  another  accredi¬ 
tation  review  process  on  staffs  that  are  already  stretched  to  the  max¬ 
imum.  In  Division  II,  we  are  all  doing  two  and  three  different  things. 
We  just  don  t  have  the  time  to  go  into  another  accreditation  review 
within  a  five-  or  10-year  period  beyond  another  agency’s  self  study, 
which  does  a  very  extensive  review  of  intercollegiate  athletics.  Its 
one  more  thing  that  we  don’t  need  on  our  plate. 

I  think  two  or  three  years  ago  that  the  vote  was  to  examine 
whether  or  not  we  wanted  to  do  such  a  thing.  I  think  it’s  time  to  take 
a  straw  vote  and  send  a  message  to  the  Presidents  Commission  of 
“yea”  or  “nay.” 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  There  is  probably  rationale  for  a  straw  vote,  but 
there  is  at  least  a  strong  rationale  for  not  taking  one  at  this  time. 
Frankly,  that  has  to  do  with  the  fact  that  the  presidents  are  not  present. 
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I  think  that  sending  the  athletics  administrators  back  to  the  presi¬ 
dents  group  to  tell  them  that  when  the  presidents  were  not  present 
they  took  a  straw  vote  would  probably  be  an  error.  I  think  that  one  of 
the  best  things  about  the  process  that  is  unfolding  is  that  you  have 
the  opportunity  to  vote  on  it  if  it  gets  that  far.  But  I  think  the  best 
thing  for  us  to  do,  particularly  those  of  you  who  find  this  to  be  a  pro¬ 
cess  that  is  perhaps  unnecessary,  is  to  be  sure  that  your  CEOs  share 
that  view.  We  will  ask  the  certification  committee  and  the  Presidents 
Commission  to  poll  CEOs  to  find  out  if  this  is  truly  something  they 
want  to  proceed  with. 

I  think  the  feedback  has  been  excellent.  I  want  to  commend  the 
committee  for  the  job  it’s  done.  I  want  to  commend  you  for  hanging 
in  there.  We  have  one  more  report  that  I’d  like  you  to  hear  before  we 
adjourn.  I’d  like  Rich  Johanmngmcier  to  come  forward  now  and  give 
a  report  on  academics 

Research 

Richard  A.  Johanningmeier  (Washburn  University  of  Topeka): 
This  will  not  really  take  very  long.  There  is  really  two  issues  that  I 
think  we  need  to  get  at  least  some  kind  of  feeling  for— the  junior  col¬ 
lege  transfer  legislation  that  we  talked  about  yesterday  and  through 
resolution  sent  to  the  Academic  Requirements  Committee  and  the 
Two-Year  College  Relations  Committee,  and  our  initial-eligibility 
standards  in  light  of  what  Division  I  has  recently  done  regarding  al¬ 
lowing  partial  qualifiers  to  receive  aid  and  also  participate, 

But  before  we  get  into  that,  I  would  like  to  let  you  know  that  in  Di¬ 
vision  II  several  years  ago  the  Research  Committee  started  tracking 
our  academic  performance.  Basically,  what  has  happened  is  the  in¬ 
formation  that  has  been  gathered  has  remained  constant  in  that 
when  you  take  out  the  highly  selected  academic  schools  of  Division,  I 
which  Division  II  really  does  not  have,  and  you  look  at  our  overall 
picture,  it  pretty  much  mirrors  Division  I.  We  are  slightly  behind  in 
graduation  rates,  ACT,  SAT  scores  and  grade-point  averages,  but  ba¬ 
sically  we  do  mirror  very  much  what  Division  I  has  done  in  regard  to 
academic  performance. 

I  think  that  what  we  need  to  look  at  very  carefully  and  hopefully 
get  the  message  to  the  people  who  are  going  to  work  on  the  legisla¬ 
tion  for  next  year  as  far  as  junior  college  transfers  is  that  if  we  do 
not  want  a  requirement  of  an  associates  degree,  we  better  let  that 
particular  group  that  is  going  to  work  on  proposed  legislation  know 
that.  If  we  stop  and  think  a  minute,  Division  I  has  gone  through  this 
process  through  the  Academic  Requirements  Committee,  the  Re¬ 
search  Committee,  et  cetera.  That’s  the  rule  they  adopted  for  junior 
college  transfers.  I  am  personally  in  tune  with  the  Gulf  South  pro¬ 
posal  regarding  the  core-curriculum  philosophy. 

What  I  have  come  to  understand  is  there  is  some  possible  prob¬ 
lems  in  administering  that  type  of  requirement.  So  we  may  not  be 
able  to  get  to  that  without  a  clearinghouse  and  without  a  lot  of  other 
difficulties.  So  if  we’re  opposed  in  Division  II  of  going  to  a  standard 
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of  an  associates  degree  for  those  who  are  partial  or  nonqualifies 
coming  out  of  junior  college  to  our  institutions,  please  don’t  sit  there 
and  let  a  group  of  people  go  to  work  throughout  the  year,  come  back 
next  year  and  then  talk  about  institutional  autonomy.  We  are  going 
to  discriminate  against  people  who  can  jump  high,  kick  far  and  run 
fast,  I  think  we  need  to  be  fair  with  those  groups  and  let  them  know 
what  our  opinions  are  through  our  conference  commissioners  and 
other  particular  areas.  But  I  think  that’s  one  thing  we  need  to  ad¬ 
dress. 

In  the  initial-eligibility  standards,  the  partial  qualifier  will  be  able 
to  practice  in  Division  I.  Our  13  core  classes  are  going  to  be  going 
into  effect  for  Division  I.  So  our  standards  in  some  ways  have  become 
a  little  bit  more  restrictive  in  that  partial  qualifiers  can  receive  aid 
and  receive  that  extra  year,  but  cannot  practice  or  participate  that 
first  year.  Whether  or  not  that  will  be  an  issue  that  Division  II 
should  look  at  is  something  that  should  be  considered. 

The  Presidents  Commission  has  talked  about  having  common  ini¬ 
tial-eligibility  standards  for  both  Divisions  I  and  II,  We  would  have 
exactly  the  same  academic  standards  as  those  of  Division  I. 

That  is  really  all  I  have  to  report.  Probably  the  best  thing  would  be 
to  hear  some  comments,  particularly  for  staff  member  Steve  Mal- 
lonee,  so  that  this  information  can  be  relayed  to  the  people  who  are 
going  to  work  on  these  proposals  and  that  valuable  time  and  re¬ 
search  are  not  wasted  in  what  the  membership  may  be  wanting  to  do 
in  these  areas. 

M.  James  Bensen  (Bemidji  State  University):  On  the  matter  of 
junior  college  transfers  and  the  core  curriculum,  there  is  some  as¬ 
sumption  that  all  transfers  have  a  general  education,  two-year  asso- 
ciate-of-art-type  degree.  There  are  rapidly  growing  programs,  many 
that  result  in  associate  of  science  degrees  in  nursing,  accounting, 
business,  engineering,  et  cetera,  that  are  absolutely  academic. 

Most  of  those  carry  the  terminology  of  technical.  I  think  we’re  mix¬ 
ing  up  our  terms  when  we  use  the  words  vocational  or  technical  and 
throw  them  in  the  same  bag.  Those  who  are  in  technical  business 
and  are  building  programs  with  their  community  colleges,  I  think 
would  directly  oppose  that  kind  of  thinking.  That  needs  to  be  worked 
out.  There  are  AA  degrees  and  AS  degrees  and  we  need  to  accommo¬ 
date  them. 

Mr*  Johanningmeier:  It’s  a  very  good  point.  I  am  sure  Steve  will 
note  that  for  the  committee’s  work. 

Nathan  N,  Salant  (Gulf  South  Conference):  As  the  commissioner 
of  the  group  that  brought  forth  the  legislation  that  we  referred  to  the 
committee  this  year,  the  major  concern  or  the  genesis  of  it  really 
went  something  like  this:  I  was  called  on  to  investigate  the  eligibility 
of  two  student-athletes.  Upon  reviewing  the  transcripts  of  the  first, 
his  transcript  showed  18  credits  of  physical  education  activity  cours¬ 
es,  which  were  letter-graded  in  the  state  he  comes  from.  A  three- 
credit  C  in  a  minimal  English  course  replaced  an  F  and  a  three-cred¬ 


184 


1995  Convention  Proceedings 


it  B  in  an  entry-level  communications  course  replaced  a  D.  He  there¬ 
fore  had  the  24  credits  with  the  2.0  GPA  and  under  our  current  rules 
was  eligible.  He  would  also  be  eligible  to  enter  any  of  the  four-year 
institutions  in  his  state  as  a  regular  matriculating  student  under  the 
current  policies  of  the  institution. 

However,  as  much  as  we  talk  about  not  treating  athletes  separate¬ 
ly  and  then  treating  them  differently  when  it  suits  us,  it’s  very  im¬ 
portant  that  we  look  at  the  message  we  are  sending.  This  is  the  type 
of  thing  that  we  have  got  to  do  something  about  nationally.  Not  on  a 
conference  level,  not  on  an  institutional  level.  It  was  mentioned  be¬ 
fore  that  if  you  take  away  some  of  the  upper-echelon  Division  I  aca¬ 
demic  institutions,  we  are  very  similar  to  most  of  the  rest  of  Division 
I  in  terms  of  academic  diversity.  We  need  to  respect  the  needs  of  eth¬ 
nic  minorities  when  we  do  this.  By  the  same  token,  we  have  got  to 
send  a  message  that  Division  II  should  not  be  viewed  as  something 
of  an  academic  dumping  ground.  We  need  to  shed  that  image.  I  think 
this  is  very  important. 

The  reason  we  focused  on  the  physical  education  activity  courses 
quite  honestly  was  because  of  my  personal  experience  as  a  commis¬ 
sioner  of  a  conference  and  having  worked  at  other  Division  II  and  Di¬ 
vision  I  institutions.  We  need  to  try  to  do  something  that’s  going  to 
ensure  that  the  student-athlete  who  transfers  in  from  junior  college 
really  has  a  reasonable  chance  of  being  academically  successful.  We 
perhaps  need  some  kind  of  an  investigation,  not  really  a  survey,  but 
actual  hard-core  data  about  the  five-year  success  rate  for  junior  col¬ 
lege  transfers.  How  many  of  them  are  even  academically  eligible 
their  second  year  at  the  institution?  Is  any  of  that  type  of  informa¬ 
tion  available? 

Mr.  Johanningmeier:  I  am  a  member  of  the  NCAA  Research 
Committee.  Up  until  just  recently,  we  have  tracked  freshmen  all  the 
way  through  the  system.  1  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Research 
Committee  that  we  have  on  the  Divisions  I  and  II  levels  a  lot  of  en¬ 
tries  at  the  junior  college  level  who  we  really  have  not  done  a  good 
job  of  tracking.  The  Research  Committee  now  is  tracking  those  stu¬ 
dent-athletes.  So  within  the  next  year  or  two,  there  should  be  some 
data  not  only  on  the  Division  II  level,  but  on  the  Division  I  level  as 
well,  about  exactly  what  kind  of  performance  records  we  have  from 
the  junior  college  area.  But  I  am  not  sure  I  think  most  of  us  in  this 
room  realize  that  we  really  don’t  need  to  do  research  in  Division  II  to 
know  what  type  of  performance  study  that  we  have  and  I  think  a  lot 
of  us  do  share  your  concern. 

Mr.  Salant:  The  other  thing  that  we  would  like  to  say  is  that  we 
are  not  looking  to  adopt  Division  I  rules.  We  feel  that  Division  II 
needs  to  maintain  some  of  the  advantages  that  it  has  athletically 
over  Division  I.  One  of  those  advantages  appeared  to  disappear  onus 
yesterday  when  Division  I  changed  their  partial-qualifier  rule,  if  I 
understood  the  voting  correctly. 

We  are  not  advocating  that  they  must  graduate  from  the  junior 
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college,  but  we  would  like  to  see  more  academic  courses.  I  notice 
some  physical  education  people  were  concerned.  We  are  not  opposed 
to  counting  courses  like  kinesiology  theories  and  methods.  We  are 
only  talking  about  activity  courses.  It’s  the  same  thing  we  would  say 
about  someone  taking  baking  or  basket  weaving— types  of  courses 
that  are  clearly  not  academic. 

Mr.  Johanningmeier:  I  really  think  if  this  is  the  feeling  of  the 
general  body— that  we  in  Division  II  do  not  want  to  go  to  an  associ¬ 
ates  degree — then  that  message  really  needs  to  be  sent  so  that  a 
whole  year  is  not  wasted  on  legislation  and  comes  back  before  you 
based  on  previous  research  and  experiences  of  Division  I.  So  the 
message  to  the  two  committees  that  are  going  to  work  on  this  is  that 
we  prefer  in  Division  II  higher  standards  but  not  necessarily  the  as¬ 
sociates  degree  requirement 

Greg  Waggoner  (Western  State  College  of  Colorado):  I  just  want¬ 
ed  to  voice  support  in  the  presence  of  the  steering  committee  to  go 
ahead  and  look  into  allowing  the  “Prop  48”  to  practice  in  the  first 
year  the  way  Division  I  is  moving  now.  I  think  it  behooves  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete.  The  goal  here  is  for  the  success  of  the  student-athlete. 
If  they  go  through  a  year  and  they’re  successful  in  their  academics, 
then  all  the  power  to  them.  They  have  already  got  four  years  of  eligi¬ 
bility.  It’s  been  my  experience  that  if  they  are  able  to  practice  and 
you  are  able  to  have  more  structure,  that  the  likelihood  of  their  suc¬ 
cess  is  raised.  For  the  benefit  of  the  student-athlete,  we  should  be 
consistent  with  Division  I  in  that. 

Mr.  Johanningmeier:  Steve,  did  you  note  that  for  the  steering 
committee  to  have  us  look  into  the  possibility  of  permitting  the  ath¬ 
letes  in  Division  II  who  are  partial  qualifiers  to  be  able  to  practice  as 
such?  Thank  you. 

Frank  Cignetti  (Indiana  University  of  Pennsylvania):  I  have  two 
points  I’d  like  to  discuss  here.  One  deals  with  the  legislative  process, 
one  deals  with  divisions.  I  came  to  the  Convention  a  little  concerned 
about  the  legislative  process  in  that  what  the  steering  committee 
supports  in  Proposals  44  and  47  affected  football  We  had  major  leg¬ 
islation  here  that  impacted  coaches  and  their  families,  and  the  foot¬ 
ball  players  in  term  of  their  access,  welfare  and  development.  And  as 
coaches,  we  felt  like  we  had  no  input  into  this  type  of  thing.  This  is 
drastic  legislation.  Believe  me,  we  are  supportive  of  reform.  We’re 
supportive  of  cost-reduction  measures.  If  only  when  drastic  legisla¬ 
tion  is  going  to  come  out  like  this,  we  could  be  consulted  and  have 
some  input.  This  would  have  a  major,  major  impact  on  giving  minori¬ 
ties  an  opportunity  to  get  into  the  profession. 

We  have  the  perfect  division  for  all  of  this  and  we  were  ready  to 
close  the  window  of  opportunity.  So  I  would  hope  in  the  future  when 
we  are  going  to  bring  forth  legislation  like  this  from  the  steering 
committee  that  has  a  major  impact,  that  the  professionals  in  that 
particular  area  would  have  some  input. 

Secondly,  I  am  very  concerned  that  the  most  divisive  issue  or  sport 
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we  have  is  football.  I  think  we  are  all  aware  that  federation  is  com¬ 
ing  about  because  of  Division  1-A  football.  I  would  hope  with  the  di¬ 
versity  we  have  in  Division  II  that  we  are  looking  at  some  concept  of 
low-cost  football  so  that  we  don’t  come  to  the  Convention  every  year 
trying  to  reduce  scholarship  numbers  or  reduce  staff  or  do  away  with 
spring  ball.  I  think  if  we  get  a  model  in  Division  II  that  is  acceptable 
to  this  membership  in  terms  of  football,  we  will  solve  a  lot  of  our 
problems. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  I  think  one  thing  that  we  have  to  note  as  we 
grow  is  that  we  could  do  some  things  that  perhaps  others  have  not 
been  successful  in  doing.  We  have  made  some  inroads,  but  I  don’t 
think  we  are  where  we  want  to  be  yet. 

The  business  of  getting  a  coach’s  input  is  very  important,  but  what 
it  really  indicates  is  that  we  are  having  trouble  communicating  up 
and  down  the  line.  The  reason  I  didn’t  want  to  take  a  straw  vote  a 
little  bit  ago  is  because  I  suspect— and  you  can  correct  me  if  I  am 
wrong — if  I  call  for  a  show  of  hands  of  the  number  of  CEOs  in  the 
room  right  now,  it’s  not  going  to  be  very  many.  But  I  had  lunch  with 
over  60  of  them  two  days  ago.  And  they  aren’t  benefiting  from  the 
discussion  we  just  had  on  a  couple  of  very,  very  important  issues. 
Now,  how  do  we  go  about  assuring  that  presidents  understand  ath¬ 
letics  and  athletics  directors;  and  senior  women  administrators  un¬ 
derstand  coaches;  and  how  do  we  see  that  the  faculty  athletics  reps 
have  a  true  role  to  play  in  this  Association;  and  howAwe  spell  out  the 
role  of  commissioners  relative  to  the  programs  under  their  direction? 
How  we  are  going  to  do  that?  Those  are  very,  very  difficult  questions. 

But  I  think  the  thing  we  have  got  going  for  us  that  perhaps  some 
others  don’t  is  that  we  aren’t  quite  as  diverse,  and  so  far  we  aren’t 
caught  up  in  the  dollars  quite  the  way  our  Division  I  colleagues  are. 
So  I  would  hope  we  would  begin  to  work  on  those  lines  of  communi¬ 
cation  and  continue  to  develop  them. 

Robert  M.  DeGregorio  Jr.  (Merrimack  College):  Based  on  what 
we  saw  here,  legislation  developed  from  surveys  may  not  be  the  right 
way  to  go.  As  most  people  do  with  surveys,  they  are  on  the  phone 
and  they  check  this  one,  they  check  that  one  and  they  send  it  back.  A 
lot  of  them  don’t  remember  what  they  checked.  I  think  there  has  to 
be  some  direct  input  from  the  division,  the  commissioners,  the 
leagues  rather  than  surveys  that  go  out  to  everybody.  I  think  football 
is  probably  the  best  example  All  of  those  football  issues  that  were 
shot  down  appeared  to  be  major  issues  for  those  schools  and  they 
were  saved.  That  legislation  came  from  those  surveys.  Surveys  really 
do  not  give  a  true  indication  of  what  is  desired. 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  You  may  have  noted  earlier  that  one  of  the 
things  that  I  said  was  that  sometimes  simplicity  is  terribly  difficult, 
awfully  complex.  We  started  with  surveys.  You  may  remember  that 
at  the  last  Convention,  the  survey  data  were  presented  to  you.  The 
first  question  that  was  asked  of  this  assembly  was:  “Do  you  want  us 
to  go  forward  with  national  legislation  to  deal  with  some  of  the  sur- 
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vey  results?”  The  indication  was  “yes.” 

Well,  you  know  what?  When  you  put  it  in  legislative  form  and 
begin  to  review  it,  very  often  you  say,  “hey  wait  a  minute,  there  are 
some  unintended  consequences.”  That's  what  we  all  responded  to.  I 
responded  in  much  the  same  way  that  you  did.  My  institution  voted 
for  it  anyway.  But  sometimes  we  have  to  see  what  it  is  we  have 
wished  for  in  order  to  know  we  don’t  want  it. 

Rudy  Carvajal  (California  State  University,  Bakersfield):  Maybe 
the  way  we  have  our  meeting  structure,  the  fact  that  the  Division  II 
Presidents  Commission  is  gone  is  not  our  fault.  We  are  all  here  for 
the  duration  in  terms  of  the  betterment  of  intercollegiate  athletics. 
So  if  we  are  going  to  work  this  thing  out,  it  seems  to  me  that  either 
we  have  got  a  mechanism  where  we  can  address  the  presidents  of 
our  division  so  that  they  do  understand  in  a  form  such  as  this,  or  we 
go  ahead  and  get  the  input  back  to  them  on  an  after-the-fact  basis.  I 
prefer  doing  it  the  way  that  you  suggested,  where  you  met  with  them 
two  days  ago.  But  if  you  can’t,  then  I  think  it’s  still  imperative — just 
like  the  group  that  Rich  Johanningmeier  is  trying  to  encourage  us  to 
get  feedback  to — that  if  we  are  going  to  have  a  voice,  if  we  don’t 
think  these  things  are  appropriate  for  our  division,  if  they  don’t  un¬ 
derstand  the  mechanism,  then  we  have  to  be  able  to  speak  out.  If  the 
ears  that  are  important  are  not  here,  then  I  think  we  have  got  to  ei¬ 
ther  change  that  process  and  figure  out  a  way  so  that  they  can. 

Mr.  Lindemeim:  Rudy,  I  think  you  are  right.  The  way  that  this 
particular  Convention  was  structured  did  not  provide  us  with  the 
best  mechanism  we  could  have  had  for  this  kind  of  a  forum.  Unfortu¬ 
nately,  we  got  entangled  in  having  two  forums  because  we  didn’t  feel 
in  Division  II  that  it  was  appropriate  to  begin  the  discussion  of  the 
major  issue  of  restructuring  until  the  general  forum  discussion.  To  be 
honest  with  you,  I  think  a  better  approach  yesterday  would  have 
been  to  continue  only  with  the  Presidential  Day  Agenda  and  then 
have  the  general  forum  That  would  have  given  all  of  us  an  opportu¬ 
nity  to  interact  a  little  more  fully. 

When  I  went  to  that  presidents  luncheon  the  day  before,  65  to  70 
presidents  who  were  present  were  unanimously  in  support  of  the  no¬ 
tion  of  certification.  They  didn’t  have  the  opportunity  to  hear  your 
input.  That’s  unfortunate  and  something  we  have  got  to  take  correc¬ 
tive  action  on.  I  know  Lynn  is  in  the  back  of  the  room.  I  know  none  of 
this  is  lost  on  her.  I  suspect  when  we  come  together  next  year  that 
some  of  the  concerns  that  have  been  expressed  here  and  the  way  in 
which  we  have  structured  things  will  be  dealt  with. 

Rodney  C.  Kelchner  (Mansfield  University  of  Pennsylvania):  I 
feel  compelled  to  speak  on  behalf  of  the  presidents  who  are  not  here 

I  probably  am  not  going  to  say  anything  that  you  have  not  just  ex¬ 
plained,  Chuck.  But  to  get  on  the  record,  the  presidents  were  not  in¬ 
terested  in  coming  to  this  Convention  many  more  years  the  way  it 
had  been  structured  prior  to  the  last  year  or  two.  We  felt  that  we 
could  not  dedicate  the  time,  nor  was  the  Convention  really  organized 
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in  a  way  that  we  could  have  significant  input.  That  is  why  we  went 
to  the  presidential  days.  1  need  to  remind  everyone  that  presidents 
were  told  that  if  they  were  here  on  Sunday  and  Monday  that  would 
be  adequate.  Most  of  my  colleagues  listened  to  that  advice  and  then 
made  their  plans  to  leave  sometime  either  last  night  or  today.  So 
that  is  why  we  are  not  here  in  great  numbers.  We  were  in  essence 
told  that  we  were  not  really  needed  on  Tuesday  and  Wednesday. 
Presidents  have  big  egos.  We  don’t  like  to  hear  that.  But  neverthe- 

The  second  thing,  we  had  a  forum  Sunday  in  which  we  devoted  the 
full  afternoon  to  a  discussion  of  these  very  same  topics.  The  differ¬ 
ence,  of  course,  being  that  you  weren’t  there. 

So  I  think  what  we  need  to  do  is  find  a  way  if  we  are  going  to  have 
that  forum  to  make  it  possible  for  some  other  constituent  groups  to 
make  their  points  of  view  known  while  the  presidents  are  wholly  as¬ 
sembled.  At  that  meeting,  we  had  probably  well  over  100,  perhaps 
200  CEOs  listening  to  discussions  about  certification,  structure,  re¬ 
structuring  and  the  other  items  of  legislation. 

The  reason  I  wanted  to  go  on  the  record  is  to  make  sure  that  when 
we  plan  next  year’s  Convention,  if  we  are  going  to  have  a  meeting 
such  as  this,  we  need  to  have  the  presidents  and  the  athletics  admin¬ 
istrators  together  perhaps  the  first  meeting  of  the  Convention  on 

that  Sunday.  .  _  .  .  .  ,  , 

Mr.  Lindemenn:  I  agree  with  you  completely,  d  think  what  we 
could  have  avoided  yesterday  was  sitting  through  that  ridiculous  dis¬ 
cussion  during  the  window  of  reconsideration  and  having  to  listen  to 
Division  I  and  Division  III.  There  is  a  way  to  do  this.  I  think  what  we 
are  going  to  do  in  Division  II  is  be  a  little  more  assertive  with  respect 
to  our  needs  and  structure  our  meetings  in  a  manner  that’s  going  to 
work  for  us.  That’s  the  beauty  of  the  place  we  are  right  now  I  think 
we  are  beginning  to  feel  a  little  bit  like  we  know  what  we  are  doing.  I 
think  we  are  getting  a  little  bit  tired  of  being  told  what  to  do.  And 

friends,  that  is  good.  _  ,  . 

Any  other  comments?  All  right.  This  is  it.  Thank  you  all  for  being 
here.  Thanks  for  hanging  in  there. 

[The  Division  II  business  session  was  adjourned.] 


Division  II  Business  Sessio?i. 


189 


Monday  Morning,  January  9, 1995 

The  Division  III  business  session  was  called  to  order  at  8' 16  a.m., 
with  Division  III  Vice-President  Edward  G.  Coll  Jr.,  Alfred  Universi- 
ty,  presiding. 

OPENING  REMARKS 

Mr.  Coll:  Good  morning  and  welcome  to  the  Division  ill  business 
session. 

Joining  me  on  the  dais  this  morning  is  Joe  O’Rourke,  faculty  rep¬ 
resentative  from  Wabash  College,  who  will  serve  as  our  parliamen¬ 
tarian,  and  Dan  Dutcher  and  Marybeth  Ruskamp  of  the  NCAA  staff, 
who  serve  as  staffliaisons  to  Division  III. 

Our  task  between  now  and  1  p.m.  is  to  complete  the  Presidential 
Agenda  Day  portion  of  the  Division  III  agenda. 

[Note:  Various  announcements  were  made  and  voting  procedures 
were  explained.] 

REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 

Mr.  Coll:  Could  1  have  your  attention,  please?  As  you  might  ex¬ 
pect,  we  are  experiencing  some  technical  problems.  We  are  going  to 
work  on  those  during  our  committee  reports  and  hopefully  when  we 
come  to  the  Presidential  Agenda  we  will  be  ready  to  roll  For  the  first 
report,  I  would  like  to  introduce  President  Cordell  Wynn  of  Stillman 
College.  He  will  present  the  report  of  the  Division  III  subcommittee 
of  the  Presidents  Commission. 

Presidents  Commission 

Cordell  Wynn  (Stillman  College):  Thank  you  very  much,  Presi¬ 
dent  Coll.  Good  morning  to  each  of  you.  It  is  an  honor  and  a  pleasure 
to  report  on  the  actions  of  the  Presidents  Commission’s  Division  Ill 
subcommittee  during  the  last  year. 

As  you  would  guess,  we  spent  a  significant  amount  of  time  dis¬ 
cussing  the  issue  of  NCAA  restructuring.  Our  discussions  have  fo¬ 
cused  not  only  on  the  governance  of  the  Association,  but  also  on  the 
most  appropriate  membership  structure  within  Division  III.  We  re¬ 
ceived  and  enthusiastically  endorsed  the  work  of  the  task  force  to  re¬ 
vise  the  Division  III  philosophy  statement,  which  we  believe  will  es¬ 
tablish  a  firm  foundation  for  restructuring  in  Division  III.  The 
revised  statement  proposed  by  the  task  force  appears  in  your  Con¬ 
vention  Notice  as  Proposal  No.  52. 1  urge  its  adoption. 

We  also  reviewed  various  restructuring  models  and  discussed  nu* 
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\  4  in  restructuring  We  were  fortunate  to  have 
merous  issues  relating  to  Conference  Commissioners  join  us 

representatives  of  the  note  that  our  re- 

for  some  of  those  discussions  as  .  scussions  regarding  the 

structuring  discussion.  »K»n  eredred  £»  ,?g^nuiI£..li«ibilfl, 
establishment  of  additional  ^  .  r,iv;s;0n  III.  President 

and  transfer-eligibility  rguire  ^  ^  jn  g  discussi0n  of  that 

Slaughter  from  Occidents  6  We  a|s0  discussed  the  appropn- 

important  topic  later  this  federated  issues  that  affect  only  Di- 

ate  ro,eSr^^SSSS  and  championships.  You 

’wX.c  “  o^um  ***  “P*  “  '”el1  th,S 

%.  recommended  that  the  Com”™  .oppert  Je  .Mabhehm.nt 

of  some  type  of  fellows  h  a  grater  minority  talent  pool 

tr*rirer ttre'NCWt'v^^so^econtrnOTdedllwf  the  Commission  sup- 
within  the  JNU/va.  we  for  voung  girls  to  at- 

port  the  establishment  of  greater  °PP  interest  in  athletics  at  an 

tend  sport  camp.  »  1 MP  i'"“S  I  am  happy  to  say 

SotysS,”can“pw‘««  has  occurred,  and  wo  move  now  to  the  im¬ 
plementation  ofttese  treat, ve  that  da. 

We  also  reviewed  and  approved  m  pr,nmj>b  a  ^  ^ 

S£5*S  dlracoTt’S  of  filling  committee  vacancies  in  a  fair  and 

ST XS^onnS  Stated  niversity  serve  a.  car  new 

ChpS»;Co8|i,nif’?he5re  are  no  questions,  this  conclude,  my  report. 

^teerina  Committee  _  .  . 

Il/stemng  ««  SS  ^  “ 'I't 

Pres,  dent  Bob  Mtoms  of  DeP.uw  UnrvoJ.ty.  fU>e  Divi. 

summary  of  our  work  ^  otyou: 

NCM  memSfp  rtsCtming  revision  of  the  Division  III  phrl<«- 

sues  related  to  the  *sf?c  s  “eJoJding  how  the  NCAA  mem- 
committee  continued  its  discuss  g  ,  affect  Division 

morning.  .  .  ,  ■  included  the  revision  of  the  Division 

lU%ios^ymZ:^  A  task  force  was  appointed  to  revrew  and 
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recommend  revisions  to  the  philosophy  statement.  We  also  reviewed 
comments  submitted  by  the  membership  regarding  the  proposed 
statement.  A  revised  statement  was  then  submitted  as  Proposal  52 
at  this  Convention.  Like  the  Presidents  Commission,  the  Council 
also  discussed  the  sensitivity  regarding  the  appropriate  role  of  the 
Division  III  Steering  Committee  and  the  Division  III  Subcommittee 
of  the  Presidents  Commission  regarding  federated  matters  that  af¬ 
fect  only  Divisions  I  and  II,  such  as  championships  and  initial  eligi¬ 
bility. 

Another  topic  we  focused  upon  was  rules  federation  by  sport  and 
whether  Division  III  institutions  should  consider  eliminating  the  dis¬ 
tinction  between  traditional  and  nontraditional  segments.  We  identi¬ 
fied  this  as  a  discussion  topic  for  tomorrow  morning. 

We  recommended  that  the  Council  sponsor  legislation  to  establish 
the  Division  III  Steering  Committee  as  the  appellate  body  related  to 
the  findings  of  major  violations  by  the  Committee  on  Infractions. 
That  recommendation  produced  Proposal  No.  112,  which  we  will  vote 
on  in  the  general  business  session  tomorrow  afternoon. 

Finally,  I  will  say  that  in  each  of  the  four  steering  committee 
meetings  held  during  the  year,  we  spent  a  considerable  amount  of 
time  reviewing  routine  financial  aid  issues  and  legislative  amend¬ 
ments  in  an  effort  to  enhance  the  athletics  and  academic  goals  of  Di¬ 
vision  III. 

PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 

Mr.  Coll:  We  are  now  ready  to  vote  on  the  legislative  proposals 
identified  for  consideration  during  Presidential  Agenda  Day.  The 
first  proposal  is  Proposal  14.  We  still  have  technical  problems.  All  of 
these  are  roll  call  votes,  so  we  can't  use  paddles.  I  guess  the  simplest 
thing  to  do  will  be  to  take  a  temporary  adjournment. 

If  you  will  just  stay  around  the  area  here  and  visit  with  your 
neighbors,  when  we  are  ready  to  go,  I  will  call  you  back  to  work  and 
proceed  from  there. 

[The  meeting  was  recessed.] 

Mr.  Coll;  We  have  a  temporary  solution  to  this  problem.  We  are 
bringing  over  a  backup  electronic  voting  system.  In  order  to  expedite 
the  agenda,  I  am  going  to  ask  for  a  motion  to  suspend  the  agenda,  re¬ 
order  it  and  vote  on  the  nonpresidential  agenda  items,  which  we  can 
do  by  paddle  vote. 

Unidentified  Delegate:  So  moved. 

[The  motion  to  reorder  the  agenda  was  seconded  and  approved.  1 

David  A.  Jacobs:  (Whittier  College):  On  behalf  of  the  Legislative 
Review  Committee  and  the  NCAA  Council,  I  would  like  to  formally 
withdraw  Proposal  No.  150.  Some  unintended  consequences  of  this 
proposal  have  been  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  committee.  We 
think  it  is  important  to  point  out  to  the  delegates  that  the  committee 
remains  interested  in  trying  to  come  up  with  a  way  to  simplify  the 
application  of  the  current  hardship  waiver.  We  will  be  continuing  to 
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study  the  issue  over  the  course  of  the  next  year  and  bring  it  back  at 
next  year’s  Convention. 

First  Practice  and/or  Date  of  Competition 

John  H.  Harvey  (Carnegie  Mellon  University):  I  would  like  to 
move  Proposal  89. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

I  think  Proposal  89  is  pretty  clear.  It  was  the  effort  of  the  steering 
committee  and  the  Council.  The  proposal  recommends  that  a  stan¬ 
dard  and  uniform  starting  date  be  established  for  fall  sports  that  do 
not  have  fall  championships.  Rather  than  having  any  date  or  the  in¬ 
stitution  picking  its  date,  there  is  an  interest  that  there  be  a  uniform 
starting  date  in  the  interest  of  uniformity  That  is  the  essence  of  the 
proposal. 

Mr.  Coll:  Do  you  want  to  move  89-1  since  we  have  to  vote  on  that 
first? 

Mr.  Harvey:  We  realized  soon  after  we  started  talking  about  No. 
89  that  many  of  the  schools  in  the  North,  especially  with  the  sports 
of  golf  and  tennis,  would  be  inconvenienced  by  this  uniform  starting 
date.  So  we  recommend  an  exception  be  made  in  those  two  sports 
and  89-1  accommodates  that.  There  would  be  an  exception  made. 
Golf  and  tennis  would  not  be  included  in  this  legislation. 

Tim  Brown  (Skidmore  College):  I  rise  in  support  of  89-1.  We 
would  like  to  point  out  that  this  legislation  would  tqke  a  week  or 
more  off  the  front  end  of  our  fall  segment.  We  have  kept  track  of  all 
the  years  we  have  had  the  21-week  rule,  and  we  have  yet  to  even  get 
to  18  weeks  in  golf  and  tennis  in  the  Northeast.  I  would  just  give  you 
a  couple  of  examples.  If  we  could  have  that  week  in  the  beginning,  it 
would  enhance  us  tremendously  To  give  you  an  example,  last  spring 
golf  and  tennis  at  our  college  didn’t  get  outside  to  participate  until 
April  21.  So  the  weather  takes  off  the  front  end  of  the  spring  time 
and  the  national  championship  and  closing  of  school  takes  off  the 
back  end  in  the  spring.  In  October  1987— talk  about  the  ending  of 
the  fall  season — we  had  eight  inches  of  snow.  So  if  you  take  a  week 
away  in  September  and  Mother  Nature  takes  away  whatever  she 
chooses  to  do  in  the  late  fall,  that  just  shortens  up  what  we  are  try¬ 
ing  to  accomplish. 

In  closing,  I  just  mention  that  last  October  2  and  3  there  were  two 
big  golf  tournaments  in  the  Northeast.  Both  of  those  tournaments  on 
those  two  dates  were  delayed  one-and-a-half  to  two  hours  due  to 
frost.  So  please,  don't  take  away  the  front  end  of  our  season.  Obvi¬ 
ously,  Mother  Nature  will  help  reduce  the  length  of  our  seasons  as 
it  is. 

[Proposal  No.  89-1  (Page  A-116)  was  adopted  by  Division  III.l 

Mr.  Coll:  We  will  now  vote  on  Proposal  No.  89,  which  has  been 
moved  and  seconded.  Anybody  wish  to  speak  in  support  of  Proposal 
No.  89  or  anyone  wishing  to  speak  in  opposition  to  that  proposal? 

[Proposal  No.  89  (Page  A- 114)  was  adopted  as  amended  by  No. 

89-1  by  Division  III.] 
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Eligibility  Form — International  Student- Athletes 

Bridget  Belgiovine  (University  of  Wisconsin,  La  Crosse):  On  be¬ 
half  of  the  NCAA  Council,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  71 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  Council  agreed  with  the  other  sponsors  of  this  legislation  that 
institutions  are  inconsistent  in  their  efforts  to  determine  the  ama¬ 
teur  status  of  foreign  student-athletes.  This  legislation  will  require 
an  institution  to  have  each  foreign  student-athlete  complete  a  stan¬ 
dardized  form  regarding  the  student-athlete's  educational  and  ath¬ 
letics  background  in  order  to  determine  the  eligibility  and  amateur 
status  of  each  athlete. 

In  addition,  an  optional  tear-off  portion  of  the  form  will  provide  in¬ 
formation  needed  to  create  a  data  base  that  institutions  will  be  able 
to  use  as  a  resource  tool  when  dealing  with  foreign  sports  organiza¬ 
tions.  Therefore,  I  would  urge  your  support  of  Proposal  71. 

[Proposal  No.  71  (Page  A-95)  was  adopted  by  Division  III.] 
Required  Day  Off— Division  III 

Linda  E.  Hopple  (Middle  Atlantic  States  Athletic  Conference): 
On  behalf  of  the  NCAA  Council,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  91. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

At  a  recent  Convention,  this  body  passed  legislation  for  the  re¬ 
quired  day  off  per  week  during  the  traditional  season.  Proposal  91 
will  require  the  same  rule  during  the  non  traditional  segment.  I  urge 
your  support. 

[Proposal  No.  91  (Page  A-117)  was  adopted  by  Division  III  ] 
Outside  Competition — Water  Polo 

Judith  M,  Sweet  (University  of  California,  San  Diego):  I  would 
like  to  move  Proposal  102. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

I  believe  that  the  intent  and  rationale  are  self-explanatory.  I  urge 
your  support 

Susan  Petersen  Lubow  (U.S.  Merchant  Marine  Academy):  As 
one  of  the  Division  III  institutions  that  has  water  polo  and  that  has 
to  play  with  the  big  boys,  I  urge  your  support  of  this.  The  intent  of  it 
was,  from  what  I  understand,  that  there  are  so  few  water  polo  oppor¬ 
tunities  in  the  United  States  that  it  hurts  our  student-athletes  who 
happen  to  all  be  coming  from  the  same  area  to  be  able  to  participate. 

I  urge  the  support  of  this. 

[Proposal  No.  102  (Page  A-128)  was  adopted  by  Division  III.  ] 

Official  Visit — Transportation 

Dolores  A.  Bogard  (State  University  College  at  Cortland):  On 
behalf  of  the  sponsors  and  the  Council,  I  would  like  to  move  Proposal 
128 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Current  legislation  allows  coaches  to  accompany  prospects  on  offi¬ 
cial  visits. 

This  effectively  lengthens  the  time  of  the  visit,  increases  costs  to 
the  institution,  and  creates  an  advantage  for  some  of  the  schools  that 
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choose  to  do  this.  Proposal  128  would  reduce  this  practice  and  be 
more  cost  effective  I  urge  your  support. 

[Proposal  No.  128  (Page  A-158)  was  adopted  by  Division  III.] 

Recruiting — Publicity 

Dennis  M.  Collins  (North  Coast  Athletic  Conference):  On  behalf 
of  the  North  Coast  Athletic  Conference,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Pro- 
posal  134. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Our  members  believe  that  no  recruiting  advantage  will  be  gained 
by  allowing  noncoaching  personnel  within  a  Division  III  athletics  de¬ 
partment  to  serve  as  announcers  or  commentators  for  high-school, 
college  prep  or  two-year  college  contests. 

Further,  it  will  not  change  the  prohibition  against  Division  III 
coaches  from  participating  in  this  practice.  Therefore,  I  urge  your 

support.  ,  TTT 

[Proposal  No.  134  (Page  A-164)  was  adopted  by  Division  III  J 

Tryouts— Nonscholastic-Based  Basketball 

Joyce  Reighn  (Rowan  College  of  New  Jersey):  I  move  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  Proposal  No.  136. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  is  supported  by  both  the  Recruiting  Committee  and 
the  Council.  The  Recruiting  Committee  believes  this  proposal  is  very 
noncontroversial  and  is  in  essence  a  housekeeping  chqnge.  When  the 
legislation  was  initially  passed,  the  vast  majority  of  nonscholastic 
basketball  competition  was  AAU  sponsored.  Due  to  the  dramatic  in¬ 
crease  in  the  number  of  shoot-outs,  all-star  teams  and  tournaments, 
the  Recruiting  Committee  believes  it  is  more  appropriate  to  restrict 
coaching  stafT  members  from  participating  in  all  such  events.  It  also 
should  be  noted  that  the  AAU  supports  this  change.  I  encourage  youi 
support  of  this  proposal. 

[Proposal  No.  136  (Page  A-166)  was  adopted  by  Division  III.] 

Mr.  Coll:  That  concludes  our  voting  for  today  for  the  nonpresiden- 
tial  agenda  proposals. 

[The  meeting  was  recessed  for  10  minutes.] 

RECONSIDERATION  OF  VOTING  ACTION 

Mr.  Coll:  May  I  have  your  attention,  please?  The  question  has 
been  raised  about  the  opportunity  for  reconsideration  of  proposals  al¬ 
ready  adopted.  Are  there  any  requests  for  reconsiderations  at  this 
point  before  we  move  into  the  Presidential  Agenda? 

Reconsideration  of  Tryouts— Nonscholastic-Based  Basketball 

James  E.  Nelson  (Suffolk  University):  I  would  like  to  offer  recon¬ 
sideration  of  Proposal  No.  136. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

There  are  certainly  a  number  of  special  interests  that  fall  into  this 
category— whether  it  be  coaching  a  nursing-home  group,  an  over-the- 
hill  gang  or  even  elementary  people— but  the  one  that  stands  out  to 
me  most  would  be  Special  Olympics.  I  think  that  eliminates  any 
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coaching  on  Special  Olympics.  Please  correct  me  if  there  is  an  excep¬ 
tion  in  the  book  on  Special  Olympics,  but  I  would  ask  for  reconsider- 
ation. 

Robert  R.  Peck  (Williams  College)*  I  would  like  to  just  second 
what  he  is  talking  about.  We  have  a  youth  center  in  town  that  has 
basketball  programs  that  are  nonscholastic.  It  means  that  our  coach¬ 
es  cannot  volunteer  to  coach  those  youth-center  basketball  teams.  I 
expect  when  people  start  thinking  about  this,  they  will  think  of  other 
examples  where  this  impinges  and  impacts.  I  am  not  against  the 
AAU  thrust  of  this  motion,  but  I  think  it  catches  too  many  other  situ¬ 
ations  that  were  not  intended. 

Laurie  Priest  (Mount  Holyoke  College):  I  also  would  like  to 
speak  about  this  motion,  I  think  when  it  was  presented,  it  was  said 
that  this  was  a  simple  housekeeping  issue.  It  is  more  far-reaching 
than  we  realize.  I  don't  think  the  body  or  most  people  had  a  full  un¬ 
derstanding  that  it  goes  to  all  levels  While  I  recognize  the  AAU’s 
concerns  about  being  singled  out  here,  the  AAU  does  identify  a  cer¬ 
tain  organizational  level.  Although  it  helps  to  clarify  it,  I  would 
speak  against  this  motion  until  we  can  get  better  language. 

If  we  included  recruitable  student-athletes,  it  would  clarify  it  more 
in  some  way.  But  at  this  point  in  time  it  is  not  clear.  Because  of  the 
far-reaching  nature  of  this  legislation,  I  encourage  people  to  vote 
against  it. 

Debi  Field  McGrath  (Colby-Saywer  College):  As  a  board  member 
of  Special  Olympics,  I  just  want  to  relate  to  you  from  the  state  of 
New  Hampshire  that  it  is  critical  that  we  maintain  the  numbers  of 
coaches  that  we  involve  in  the  program,  and  I  would  obviously  be  re¬ 
miss  if  I  did  not  speak  against  it. 

[The  motion  to  reconsider  Proposal  No.  136  was  approved.] 

I  Proposal  No.  136  (Page  A- 166)  was  defeated  upon  reconsidera¬ 
tion  by  Division  III.] 

PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 

Mr.  Coll:  We  will  proceed  with  the  first  item  on  the  Presidential 
Agenda,  starting  with  Proposal  No.  14. 

Awards  and  Benefits— Student  Orientation  Expenses 

Judith  M.  Sweet  (University  of  California,  San  Diego):  I  move 
adoption  of  Proposal  No.  14  on  behalf  of  the  NCAA  Council. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Any  student  orientation  plays  a  critical  role  in  that  student's  sense 
of  well-being  and  integration  into  the  campus  community.  Given  the 
demands  on  student-athletes’  time,  particularly  those  faced  with 
practices  and/or  competition  at  the  beginning  of  a  fall  term,  that  in¬ 
troduction  is  doubly  important.  The  Special  Committee  to  Review 
Student-Athlete  Welfare,  Access  and  Equity,  of  which  I  was  a  mem¬ 
ber,  felt  that  institutions  should  have  the  opportunity  to  provide  on - 
campus  orientation  expenses  for  student-athletes  so  that  they  might 
have  a  chance  to  assimilate  into  the  college  environment  by  forming 
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new  friendships  and  learning  more  about  campus  activities 

1  want  to  be  clear  on  two  points.  First,  the  expenses  outl'ne<*  here 
are  limited  to  on-campus  expenses;  for  example  meals  and  lodging. 
Transportation  costs  are  not  included.  This  legislation  is  permissive 
The  institution  may  pay  a  portion  or  all  of  these  expenses  for  any 
given  student-athlete,  but  there  is  no  requirement  to  do  so.  I  would 
also  like  to  call  to  your  attention  the  interpretation  of  this  proposa 
provided  by  the  Interpretations  Committee  in  mid-December.  That 
interpretation  states  that  an  institution  may  not  provide  on-campus 
expenses  to  student-athletes  for  orientation  sessions  unrelated  to 
athletics  that  are  designated  for  a  select  group  of 

institution  is  providing  expenses  to  all  members  of  the  group.  This 
interpretation  helps  to  clarify  that  the  intent  of  the  proposal  is  to 
provide  expenses  for  institutional  orientation  sessions  that  are  open 

t0  f would  UkTto  add  that  this  is  a  federated  provision  It  came  from 
the  Committee  on  Student-Athlete  Welfare,  Access  and  Equity.  Per¬ 
sonally,  I  believe  that  Division  III  needs  to  determine  if  it  is  consis¬ 
tent  with  the  Division  III  philosophy,  but  on  behalf  of  the  Council,  I 

urge  your  support  of  this  proposal.  ,  ,  ,  n 

Michael  F.  Adams  (Centre  College):  As  you  can  probably  tell 
from  the  ringing  endorsement  that  Judy  just  gaveProposiUonl, 
this  is  one  of  those  difficult  ones  where  the  entire  Presidents  Com¬ 
mission  supported  Proposal  14,  but  those  of  us  who  were  members  of 
Division  III,  under  reconsideration  yesterday,  voted  to  withdraw  sup 
port  at  the  Division  III  level.  This  is  probably  not  one  of  those  propo¬ 
sitions  about  which  we  should  fight  tenaciously,  but  I  would  make 
two  points.  One,  this  is  one  of  those  nose  of  the  camel  under  the  tent 
provisions  that  allows  athletics-specific  payments,  which  we  have 
heretofore  not  done  under  any  circumstances  in  Division  III 

Secondly,  we  are  a  very  broad-based  group  of  Division  III  schools, 
from  very ‘large  public  institutions  to  very  small  private  institutions. 
There  is  considerable  concern  about  the  variety  of  orientation  experi¬ 
ence  that  exists  across  a  mosaic  that  is  that  broad,  and  there  is  so 
concern  m  the  mail  that  1  have  received  and  in  the  phone  calls  and 
letters  that  some  of  you  have  sent  to  the  Presidents  Commission  as 
to  whether  or  not  this  is  a,  “recruiting  leg  up  for  those  who  have  spe¬ 
cific  expenses  related  to  orientation.”  ,  .  TIID  . 

We  did  not  want  to  oppose  the  Council,  but  the  Division  III  Pres  - 
dents  Commission  has  withdrawn  its  support  of  Proposal  14. 

John  D.  Galaris  (Salem  State  College):  This  is  simply  inconsis¬ 
tent  with  the  position  that  this  division  has  taken  at  least  in  my 
tenure  as  an  athletics  director.  I  would  speak  against  this  proposal 
[Proposal  No.  14  (Page  A-ll)  was  defeated  by  Division  III,  11- 
253,  five  abstentions.] 

Skill-Related  Instruction— Division  III 
Linda  S.  Moulton  (Clark  University,  Massachusetts):  On  behall 
of  the  Council  and  the  Special  Committee  to  Review  Student- Athlete 
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Welfare,  Access  and  Equity,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  26. 

This  proposal  is  being  submitted  to  the  delegates  for  discussion 
purposes.  The  Special  Committee  to  Review  Student-Athlete  Wel¬ 
fare,  Access  and  Equity,  on  which  I  served,  agreed  that  in  all  three 
divisions  student-athletes  should  have  greater  opportunity  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  skill-related  instruction  with  their  coaches  outside  the  play¬ 
ing  season.  It  would  permit  coaching  staff  members  and  student-ath¬ 
letes  to  engage  in  two  hours  of  skill-related  instruction  per  week 
outside  of  the  institution's  declared  playing  season,  provided  the  ses¬ 
sions  occur  at  the  request  of  the  student-athlete  and  do  not  involve 
any  more  than  three  student-athletes  and  one  coach  at  any  one  time. 
It  is  important  to  note  that  this  idea  was  discussed  at  length  with 
the  student-athletes  who  were  members  of  the  committee  as  well  as 
Division  III  athletes,  who  the  committee  met  with  throughout  the 
country  during  the  year.  They  believe  that  increased  contact  on  such 
a  limited  basis  with  coaching  staff  members  during  the  ofT-season  is 
not  only  consistent  with  Division  III  philosophy,  but  it  is  an  impor¬ 
tant  opportunity  that  would  be  beneficial. 

I  would  like  to  note  three  additional  factors  for  the  delegates  to 
consider.  First,  in  Divisions  I  and  II,  student-athletes  already  are 
permitted  to  take  part  in  up  to  eight  hours  per  week  of  countable 
athletically  related  activities  outside  the  playing  season.  The  ver¬ 
sions  of  this  proposal  that  Divisions  I  and  II  are  considering  in  Pro¬ 
posal  Nos.  20  through  25  would  work  in  that  context.  Such  addition¬ 
al  activities  outside  of  the  playing  season  currently  are  not  available 
to  Division  III  athletes.  Secondly,  please  note  that  these  sessions 
could  not  occur  during  the  summer  because  the  proposal  does  not 
amend  the  current  legislation  that  precludes  coaches  and  student- 
athletes  from  being  together  outside  of  the  academic  year  Third,  I 
call  your  attention  to  the  official  interpretations  five  and  six  The  In¬ 
terpretations  Committee  and  the  Council  have  determined  that 
under  the  versions  of  this  proposal  applicable  to  Divisions  I  and  II,  it 
would  be  permissible  for  more  than  three  student-athletes  from  the 
same  team  to  be  involved  in  such  sessions  provided  no  more  than 
three  student-athletes  from  the  same  team  are  involved  in  any  one 
activity  at  the  same  time  The  Interpretations  Committee  was  un¬ 
clear  whether  this  same  principle  should  apply  to  Division  III  under 
Proposal  26  and  asked  the  Division  III  Steering  Committee  for  clari¬ 
fication  during  our  meeting.  The  steering  committee  did  conclude 
that  that  would  include  any  coach  and  three  students  from  the  same 
team  in  the  same  facility. 

I  would  like  to  add  just  a  few  other  notes.  We  realize  that  there 
has  been  considerable  discussion  about  this  proposal  over  the  last 
few  months  and  even  the  last  24  hours.  We  are  also  aware  that  the 
steering  committee  itself  is  divided  on  this  issue  The  Presidents 
Commission  is  not  in  support.  The  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Com¬ 
mittee  as  recently  as  yesterday  has  taken  no  position.  Nonetheless, 
we  felt  that  it  was  important  to  bring  this  to  the  entire  membership 
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for  discussion.  I  encourage  the  delegates  to  discuss  this  proposal  in 
detail  before  we  vote  on  it. 

Robert  J,  Bruce  (Widener  University):  As  you  just  heard,  when 
Proposal  No.  26  first  surfaced,  the  Presidents  Commission  remained 
silent.  However,  after  the  poll  that  we  conducted  with  our  CEOs  in 
Division  111  prior  to  the  Convention,  we  received  a  considerable  num¬ 
ber  of  letters  and  phone  calls  expressing  concern  by  the  presidents 
on  this  proposal.  As  we  reconsidered  it  in  our  discussions  at  the  sub¬ 
committee  meeting  yesterday,  the  Presidents  Commission  of  Division 
III  is  now  opposed  to  Proposal  No.  26 

Let  me  just  discuss  for  a  moment  the  rationale  for  our  decision. 
The  genesis  of  the  proposal,  as  you  just  heard,  was  driven  by  the  stu¬ 
dent  welfare  issues  While  we  are  all  very  sympathetic  to  student 
concerns — obviously,  that  is  why  we  are  doing  what  we  are 
doing — we  are  very,  very  concerned  that  there  is  the  potential  for 
abuse  in  Proposal  No.  26.  When  you  look  at  the  intent  of  it,  we  be¬ 
lieve  it  could  be  the  possible  first  step  to  certain  institutions  and  cer¬ 
tain  coaches  bending  the  rules  a  little  bit  and  moving  toward  year- 
round  coaching,  at  least  during  the  academic  year 

Division  III  is  not  Division  I  and  II.  We  don’t  have  athletics  schol¬ 
arships  and  all  of  the  commitments  that  go  to  the  student-athletes  as 
a  result  of  those  scholarships.  We  believe,  as  we  said  on  Proposal  14, 
this  is  one  of  these  issues  that  could  lead  to  that  first  step  toward 
year-round  coaching.  We  are  very,  very  concerned  about  that 

So  while  we  are  sympathetic  to  the  student  concerns  and  we  be¬ 
lieve  the  intent  of  Proposal  26  is  a  good  one,  we  are  opposed  to  it  be¬ 
cause,  quite  frankly,  we  think  it  is  unmanageable. 

f Proposal  No.  26  (Page  A-26)  was  defeated  by  Division  III,  45- 
251,  three  abstentions.) 

Preseason  Scrimmage — Division  111  Football 
Timothy  W,  Gleason  (Ohio  Athletic  Conference):  We  would  like 
to  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  48. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

In  fairness  to  the  student-athletes,  this  will  give  players  a  chance 
to  prepare  for  the  rigors  of  a  football  season  by  having  a  scrimmage. 
It  will  have  no  impact  on  missed  class  time  for  a  sport  that  inherent¬ 
ly  misses  virtually  no  class  time.  It  has  no  impact  on  graduation 
rates.  It  will  have  negligible  impact  on  budgets.  This  proposal  will 
give  the  coaches  a  chance  to  evaluate  what  could  be  a  large  number 
of  incoming  freshmen.  This  is  a  fairness  issue  to  those  incoming  stu¬ 
dents.  This  legislation  is  also  consistent  with  last  year’s  legislation  to 
allow  all  other  fall  sports  an  opportunity  to  have  one  preseason 
scrimmage. 

Rev.  Michael  J.  Lavelle  (John  Carrol!  University).  I  would  like 
to  express  support  for  this  proposal  on  behalf  of  the  Presidents  Com¬ 
mission.  The  Commission  has  concluded  that  the  proposal  represents 
limited  and  reasonable  fine-tuning  for  the  sport  of  football  and  is  not 
contrary  to  the  spirit  of  the  reform  agenda.  It  is  in  the  spirit  of  Divi- 
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sion  III  amateurism.  I  don't  think  there  is  any  fear  of  any  commer¬ 
cialism  here  Particularly,  the  Commission  noted  that  the  proposal 
would  not  permit  an  earlier  starting  date  with  the  football-playing 
and  practice  season.  I  urge  your  support. 

Lawrence  R.  Schiner  (Jersey  City  State  College):  I  would  like  to 
express  support  for  this  proposal  on  behalf  of  the  Council  and  the  Di¬ 
vision  III  Steering  Committee  We  have  concluded  that  this  proposal 
is  a  reasonable  accommodation  for  football.  It  is  not  contrary  to  the 
reform  movement  because  it  does  not  permit  an  earlier  start  in  foot¬ 
ball-playing  and  practice  seasons.  We  encourage  the  delegates  to 
support  this  proposal. 

Susan  Petersen  Lubow  (U  S.  Merchant  Marine  Academy): 
Someone  has  to  get  up  here  and  urge  you  to  defeat  this.  That  is  what 
I  am  going  to  do. 

I  am  concerned  about  the  institutions  that  presently  play  nine 
games  and  one  scrimmage.  Teams  that  choose  to  play  10  games  and 
no  scrimmage,  that  is  their  choice.  By  adding  the  extra  contest,  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  will  force  those  of  us  who  are  presently  playing  nine  games 
and  the  scrimmage  to  have  to  play  10  games  if  we  want  to  be  consid¬ 
ered  for  postseason  competition.  As  we  all  know,  a  9-1  season  looks 
better  than  an  8-1  season. 

So  I  urge  your  defeat  of  this  proposal  because  of  cost-effectiveness 
and  the  requirement  that  we  maybe  needed  to  pick  up  that  extra 
game,  which  will  be  costly. 

F.  Paul  Bogan  (Westfield  State  College):  I  hope  that  we  pass  this, 
because  football  is  one  of  the  few  sports  that  we  are  not  allowing  our 
athletes  to  scrimmage  before  the  season.  The  date  is  after  September 
1  and  doesn’t  affect  anything.  It  doesn't  affect  cost.  It  gives  coaches  a 
chance  to  see  what  the  individual  athlete  can  do  before  we  get  mto 
real  competition  and  have  injuries.  We  do  it  in  all  of  our  other  sports. 
I  hope  the  body  will  support  this. 

John  M.  Schael  (Washington  University,  Missouri):  I  rise  in  op¬ 
position  to  No.  48.  We  have  got  football  on  our  campus.  I  know  that 
there  are  costs  that  are  associated  with  traveling  the  football  squad, 
whether  it  be  a  scrimmage  or  a  game.  It  was  about  four  or  five  years 
ago  that  the  Division  III  membership  decided  that  it  would  move 
from  nine  games  and  then  give  the  Division  III  membership  an 
opportunity  to  go  to  10  games  or  to  stay  with  nine  games  and  one 
scrimmage.  At  that  time,  there  was  a  trade-off.  We  decided  to  opt  for 
10  games.  That  is  what  we  do  at  Washington  University  right  now.  It 
is  costly  to  add  a  scrimmage. 

Ms.  Petersen  Lubow;  I  think  John  just  said  what  I  was  going  to 
say.  In  response  to  the  previous  speaker,  it  is  your  choice  to  play  10 
games  and  no  scrimmage.  You  could  choose  to  still  have  that  scrim¬ 
mage  if  you  would  like  to  see  your  players  play  prior  to  the  season  by 
playing  nine  games  and  the  one  scrimmage,  the  way  the  legislation 
reads  now. 

[Proposal  No.  48  (Page  A-67)  was  defeated  by  Division  III,  116- 
124,  41  abstentions.] 
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Maximum  Number  of  Contests — Division  III  Football 

Robert  G.  Bierie  (Loras  College):  I  move  Proposition  49. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.  1 

The  operating  budgets  at  most  private  institutions  in  Division  III 
are  dependent  upon  tuition  dollars.  At  a  number  of  Division  III  insti¬ 
tutions,  football  is  one  of  those  sports  that  depends  upon  enrollment 
quotas.  A  number  of  us,  especially  in  the  Midwest,  have  football 
squads  numbering  100  student-athletes  or  more.  This  proposal  gives 
every  football  student-athlete  an  opportunity  to  maximize  their  par¬ 
ticipation  in  either  a  varsity  or  a  junior- varsity  contest.  The  essence 
of  the  proposal  is  to  give  those  who  are  classified  or  labeled  as  a  No 
2  or  possibly  a  No.  3  player — such  as  a  quarterback  who  would  go  in 
on  a  PAT  or  a  field  goal  and  hold — a  chance  to  participate.  Under 
current  legislation,  they  are  charged  with  one  contest. 

With  this  legislation,  if  they  were  to  participate  in  two  quarters, 
they  still  would  have  two  quarters  to  participate  in  a  JV  game. 
Again,  the  sole  intent  is  to  allow  younger  players  who  participate  on 
a  very  limited  basis  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  both  varsity 
and  JV  contests.  I  think  there  is  some  confusion  when  you  look  at 
the  NCAA  bylaws,  especially  17.7.5  1,  Maximum  Limitations— Insti¬ 
tutionally,  and  17.7.5.1.2,  Maximum  Limitations — Student-Athlete. 
This  does  not  increase  the  number  of  contests  that  institutions  will 
play.  It  maximizes  opportunities,  which  is  consistent  with  the  Divi¬ 
sion  III  philosophy— the  premise  that  says  we  encourage  participa¬ 
tion  by  maximizing  the  number  and  variety  of  athletics  opportunities 
as  well  as  supporting  student-athletes  in  their  efforts  to  reach  high 
levels  of  athletic  performances. 

In  Divisions  I  and  II,  student-athletes  are  paid  to  play.  In  Division 
III,  student-athletes  pay  to  play.  One  of  the  common  perceptions,  es¬ 
pecially  with  respect  to  student-athletes  and  parents  when  they 
choose  a  Division  III  institution,  is  that  everyone  wants  to  play.  This 
maximizes  those  opportunities  for  all  student-athletes.  I  encourage 
your  support 

Michele  Tolela  Myers  (Denison  University):  On  behalf  of  the 
Presidents  Commission,  I  would  like  to  speak  in  opposition  to  this 
proposal  for  several  reasons. 

Junior-varsity  football  has  very  serious  cost  and  gender-equity 
ramifications  This  legislation  encourages  junior-varsity  programs  at 
a  time  when  their  existence  may  be  counterproductive.  Second,  this 
proposal  sets  about  precedent.  If  we  go  to  40  quarters  in  football,  you 
can  bet  we  will  see  legislation  next  year  to  go  to  50  halves,  405  in¬ 
nings  in  baseball  and  so  on.  Football  is  not  unique  in  this  respect. 
Third,  the  Commission  is  uncomfortable  with  legislation  that  could 
result  in  a  very  significant  increase  in  the  amount  of  contests  m 
which  student-athletes  participate.  Finally,  it  seems  there  is  a  signif¬ 
icant  administrative  burden  inherent  in  this  proposal.  Athletics  ad¬ 
ministrators  tell  me  it  often  is  difficult  to  determine  the  number  of 
contests  in  which  a  student-athlete  has  participated  under  the  cur- 
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rent  rule.  Do  you  really  want  to  start  counting  quarters  when  we  al¬ 
ready  have  enough  trouble  counting  games? 

[Proposal  No.  49  (Page  A-68)  was  defeated  by  Division  III,  GO- 
175,  41  abstentions.] 

Division  III  Philosophy  Statement 

Daniel  L.  Bridges  (California  Institute  of  Technology):  On  behalf 
of  the  Council  and  Presidents  Commission,  I  move  the  adoption  of 
Proposal  No.  52. 

[The  motion  was  seconded. J 

This  proposal  is  the  final  product  of  the  Task  Force  to  Review  the 
Division  III  Philosophy  Statement.  The  task  force  was  created  dur¬ 
ing  the  spring  of  1994  when  it  became  apparent  that  Division  III 
would  be  at  the  forefront  of  the  movement  toward  membership  re¬ 
structuring.  The  creation  and  work  of  the  task  force  were  based  upon 
the  belief  that  for  any  restructuring  effort  to  be  successful,  we  must 
first  have  a  clear  understanding  of  our  divisional  philosophy.  Since 
the  existing  philosophy  statement  had  not  been  modified  in  many 
years,  a  review  and  possible  modification  of  that  statement  seemed 
like  an  appropriate  first  step. 

The  task  force  held  two  in-person  meetings  and  also  worked  close¬ 
ly  with  the  Division  III  Steering  Committee  and  the  Division  III  sub¬ 
committee  of  the  Presidents  Commission.  You  may  also  recall  that 
we  sent  a  mailing  to  the  entire  Division  III  membership  in  late  July 
encouraging  your  input.  We  received  many  responses,  for  which  we 
are  grateful,  and  they  were  given  appropriate  consideration.  The 
final  work  product  is  before  you  as  Proposal  No.  52.  We  believe  it  bet¬ 
ter  reflects  the  philosophy  of  the  Association’s  Division  III  institu¬ 
tions  regarding  the  proper  role  of  athletics  in  higher  education  and 
will  establish  a  solid  foundation  for  restructuring.  I  urge  you  to 
adopt  this  proposal. 

Michael  F,  Adams  (Centre  College):  I  have  been  asked  by  the 
Presidents  Commission  to  urge  adoption  of  Proposal  52  as  written. 
The  Commission  has  reviewed  the  proposal  and  believes  that  it  does 
exactly  what  it  is  intended  to  do.  It  both  updates  our  philosophy 
statement  and  establishes  a  foundation  for  the  consideration  of  re¬ 
structuring.  The  restructuring  issue  that  will  soon  be  before  us  has 
been  given  considerable  attention,  as  you  just  heard  from  Mr. 
Bridges.  We  also  believe  it  accomplishes  these  goals  in  a  way  that  is 
consistent  with  the  true  nature  and  mission  of  the  membership  of 
Division  III.  The  Commission  congratulates  the  task  force  for  its 
good  work  and  urges  the  delegates  to  adopt  Proposal  52  as  written. 

I  might  add  that  our  concern  as  heard  from  you,  the  membership, 
relates  to  two  areas  One,  any  time  one  writes  a  mission  statement, 
i.e.,  for  an  accreditation  visit  or  whatever,  there  is  always  the  ten¬ 
dency  in  a  body  of  this  size  to  try  to  rewrite  something  that  has  been 
done  in  committee  Many  of  us  have  seen  that  in  faculty  meetings.  1 
would  urge  you  to  minimize  that  tendency  if  at  all  possible.  Secondly, 
we  have  paid  special  attention  to  the  restructuring  efforts  that  are 
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under  way  and  believe  that  this  best  positions  Division  III  to  deal 
with  some  of  the  major  issues  philosophically  that  are  likely  to  flow 
out  of  Division  I  and  Division  II  proposals.  If  you  notice  in  the  word¬ 
ing  we  have  allowed  for  the  continuation,  for  instance,  of  national 
championships  in  Division  III.  I  know  that  is  an  asue  that  divides 
some  members  in  Division  III.  We  have  tried  to  take  into  considera¬ 
tion  as  best  we  could  the  various  issues  that  might  be  spun  out  of  re¬ 
alignment  and  restructuring.  The  Commission  urges  the  adopti 

Pro7Sip.»lS”t?2n(P,8.  *,73)  wa,  adopted  b,  Dioisioo  HI,  273- 
11,  three  abstentions.] 

[The  meeting  was  recessed  for  10  minutes. J 

discussion 

Restructuring 

Mr.  Coll:  We  are  now  prepared  to  begin  our  discussion  regarding 
membership  restructuring.  I  would  like  to  note  that  I  am  joined  on 
The  dais  by  other  members  of  the  Division  III  restructuring  task 

fTalso  would  like  to  note  that  you  received  two  important  docu¬ 
ments  regarding  this  topic.  On  September  9,  we  mailed  to  you  an  up¬ 
date  regarding  the  work  of  the  task  force.  This  morning,  we  dis¬ 
tributed  a  packet  of  information  to  guide  you  through  the  discussion 
today  The  packet  includes  an  outline  of  our  presentations  as  we 
a  brief  survey  that  we  ask  you  to  complete  and  return  when  the  dis- 

cussion  concludes  this  morning.  .  *  t*' 

We  have  somewhat  of  a  sense  of  urgency  on  this  issue  because  Di¬ 
vision  I.  and  particularly  Division  I-A,  is  moving  forward  ve^  rap.d- 
ly  with  their  own  concept  of  restructuring,  particularly  m  the  area  o 
governance.  It  is  their  plan  to  finalize  their  restructuring  proposal 
Introduce  it  to  the  start  of  the  proposal  process  this  summer  and 
have  it  be  voted  on  at  this  Convention  next  January.  So  we  must 
move  quickly  and  we  must  move  effectively  to  service  the  needs  of 

D'unl<ikeI  Division  I  and  Division  II,  we  have  mechanical  restructur¬ 
ing  that  we  need  to  examine,  which  is  the  physical  structure  of  i  i- 
sion  III  That,  in  addition  to  the  governance  issue,  is  going  to  depend 
in  large  part  how  this  division  is  financed  in  the  years  to  come.  So 
these  are  important  topics  that  need  to  be  thoroughly  reviewed 

We  invite  your  participation  in  this  regardless  of  how  minute  you 
think  your  comments  may  be.  Please  share  them  with  us.  _  e  nee 
lot  of  direction  in  putting  this  restructuring  program  together  and  be 
certain  that  we  are  going  to  be  able  to  do  it  m  a  manner  best  befi  - 
ting  the  long-term  interests  of  our  division.  Bear  in  mind,  also,  this 
is  probably  going  to  be  the  last  opportunity  that  we  have  to  gather  as 
a  division  to  discuss  this  important  topic  In  all  likelihood,  we  are 
going  to  try  to  put  together  our  own  proposal  package  in  time  for  the 

203 

Division  III  Business  Session  - - — 


3 


proposed  legislation  deadline. 

We  may  only  be  able  to  do  the  governance  end  of  it  this  year.  The 
complexities  of  restructuring  of  the  division  may  prove  to  be  a  bit 
taxing  for  us.  We  would  like  to  do  both  of  them  together  as  two  com¬ 
panion  pieces  so  that  you  have  an  idea  of  how  we  are  going  to  be  gov¬ 
erned  and  how  we  are  going  to  function.  Based  on  what  comes  out  of 
this  conversation  today  will  depend  in  large  measure  on  the  work  of 
the  task  force  in  their  future  meetings  during  the  winter  and  the 
spring. 

Dan  Bridges  will  now  lead  us  through  a  discussion  regarding  the 
governance  issue,  followed  by  Dennis  Collins  about  the  mechanical 
restructuring  of  the  organization. 

Daniel  L.  Bridges  (California  Institute  of  Technology):  Before 
getting  into  the  first  half  of  this  presentation,  which  will  deal  strictly 
with  governance  issues,  I  would  like  to  make  a  few  overriding  obser¬ 
vations  to  kind  of  set  the  stage  for  this  discussion. 

First  of  all,  we  are  going  to  make  every  attempt  to  be  purposefully 
brief  in  our  comments — give  you  the  information  that  we  know  at 
this  time,  point  out  some  controversies,  some  concerns  we  have  at 
this  time — but  we  really  want  participation  from  the  membership. 
This  task  force  has  only  had  two  opportunities  to  meet.  As  Ed  sug¬ 
gested,  Division  I-A  or  Division  I  as  a  whole  is  moving  very  quickly 
on  this.  We  are  trying  to  get  our  own  house  in  order.  We  have  many 
concerns  withm  Division  III,  and  we  need  your  input.  We  very  des¬ 
perately  need  your  input,  so  that  the  whole  strategy  of  this  presenta¬ 
tion  is  really  to  give  you  the  information  that  we  currently  have, 
raise  those  concerns  and  let  you  react  to  it.  Please,  as  Ed  suggested, 
participate.  Please  feel  free  to  come  forward  with  any  concern  or 
question  that  you  may  have.  As  Ced  Dempsey  advised  yesterday  in 
his  opening  remarks,  he  said  change  is  not  an  option.  It  is  a  necessi¬ 
ty.  Let’s  make  no  mistake  about  it.  The  reason  why  it  is  a  necessity  is 
because  Division  I  is  demanding  restructuring. 

Division  I  wants  greater  autonomy  and,  apparently,  greater  au¬ 
thority  in  the  overall  governance  of  the  Association.  There  are,  how¬ 
ever,  some  pressures  working  on  Division  I,  working  on  all  of  us,  ac¬ 
tually,  to  try  to  maintain  this  Association  There  have  been  some 
threats  that  if  Division  I  doesn’t  get  its  autonomy,  if  it  doesn’t  get  the 
authority  it  wants  m  this  body,  that  it  will  leave.  That  is  a  very  real 
threat.  However,  as  1  said  before,  there  are  some  pressures  to  hold 
this  Association  together. 

So  rather  than  going  into  this  restructuring  effort  kicking  and 
screaming,  we  would  rather  see  this  as  an  opportunity — an  opportu¬ 
nity  to  bargain  with  Division  I,  an  opportunity  to  look  at  our  own  di¬ 
vision,  determine  what  would  be  in  our  best  interests  and  bargain 
for  that.  That  is  why  not  only  the  governance  issue  is  important,  but 
we  are  also  considering  the  restructuring  or  possible  breakdown  into 
subsets  for  championships  and  that  type  of  thing.  The  bargain  we 
strike  now  with  Division  I  must  be  sufficient  to  cover  the  needs  and 
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desires  of  Division  III  in  the  future.  We  don’t  want  to  settle  for  some¬ 
thing  now  and  five  years  from  now  regret  the  bargain.  So,  as  Ed 
said  this  is  very,  very  important  work.  Based  on  what  we  have  seen, 
we  think  Division  1  is  going  to  bring  legislation  forward  at  the  next 
annual  Convention.  We  may  or  may  not  be  ready  to  vote  on  that  leg_ 
islation  at  that  time,  but  under  any  set  of  c.rcurnstanees  wedo  need 
your  input.  We  will  talk  a  little  bit  more  about  that  toward  the  end  of 
the  presentation  regarding  the  ongoing  input  but  as  much  as  you 
can  provide  right  now  would  be  tremendously  appreciated  With 
thatj  will  move  on  to  the  focus  of  my  part  of  the  presentation— the 
governance  issues,  affiliated  with  the  overall  structure  of  the  Associ¬ 
ation.  Then  we’ll  discuss  some  sub-issues  that  deal  strictly  with  Di 

S'°First  of  all,  very  early  in  this  process,  the  task  force  decided  and 
communicated  that  there  would  be  three  things  that  we  absolutely 
demanded  out  of  this  restructuring  process.  Those  were  ongoing 
funding  for  national  championships,  continued  access  to  the  services 
of  the  NCAA  national  office  staff  and  continued  catastrophic  nu¬ 
ance  coverage.  Those  were  easy.  We  identified  those  right  away.  We 
communicated  those  to  Divisions  I  and  11.  Thus  far,  the  ProPosaJ| 
that  have  been  brought  forward  by  Division  I  do  show  some  concern 
for  those  demands.  In  fact,  at  this  point,  it  appears  that  they  are 
willing  to  fund  all  of  those  and  make  sure  all  of  those  happen. 

There  is  some  concern  about  working  out  the  details  of  exactly 
how  much  money  is  going  to  be  needed  for  that  and  what  form  that 
money  will  take,  but  thus  far  they  have  shown  a  willingness  to  work 
with  us  and  to  say  we  understand  those  concerns.  We  feel  strongly 
enough  about  maintaining  this  Association  that  we  feel  it  is  in  our 
best  fnterests  to  provide  those  guarantees  for  you  So  thus  far  that  is 
progress.  We  feel  pretty  good  about  that.  However,  where  we  get  to  a 
sticking  point  is  at  the  point  where  Division  I  is  making  proposals 
for  the  overall  governance  of  the  Association.  For  example,  the  role 

and  responsibility  of  the  executive  director 

The  current  Division  I  proposal  has  the  executive  director 
reporting  to  a  Division  I  board  of  directors.  If  I  can  refer  you  to  the 
third  page  in  the  handout  and  show  you  kind  of  the  general  struc¬ 
ture  that  is  being  looked  at  at  this  time— this  does  reflect  a  proposed 
structure  that  is  included  in  the  Division  1  proposal-you  will  see 
that  at  the  top  of  this  structure  there  is  an  executive  committee. 

You  will  see  underneath  that  executive  committee  there  are  the 
three  presidents  councils.  Division  I  is  calling  that  a  board  of  direc- 
tors.  So  basically,  what  they  are  saying  is  that  they  want  the  execu¬ 
tive  director  to  report  exclusively  to  the  Division  I  board  of  directo 
and  not  to  the  executive  committee  at  the  top  of  the  structure. 

Another  major  concern  that  we  have  right  now  is  the  role  an  re- 
sponsibility  of  that  executive  committee  beyond  the  supervision  of 
the  executive  director.  The  Division  I  proposal  calls  for  the  ivi 
board  of  directors  to  set  the  strategic  plan  for  the  Association.  It  calls 
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for  the  Division  I  board  of  directors  to  set  the  Association’s  annua] 
budget,  and  it  calls  for  the  Division  I  board  of  directors  to  oversee  na¬ 
tional  office  operations.  The  only  powers  that  they  currently  suggest 
be  vested  in  the  executive  committee  at  the  top  of  the  structure  are 
just  the  powers  to  oversee  the  operations  in  a  general  sense  and 
make  sure  that  all  of  the  legislation  that  is  enacted  within  the  three 
divisions  is  consistent  with  those  core  values  that  will  be  included  or 
that  are  included  and  presumably  will  be  included  in  our  constitu¬ 
tion  in  the  future.  That  is  the  only  power  their  suggested  executive 
committee  has.  Obviously,  we  have  serious  concerns  about  that.  As  I 
said,  the  idea  of  this  is  just  to  tell  you  where  we  are  right  now,  what 
we  are  thinking  and  hopefully  encourage  your  reaction  to  some  of 
those  things. 

Another  area  we  are  quite  concerned  about  is  the  committee  struc¬ 
ture  that  has  been  proposed.  It  is  not  included  in  your  handout,  but 
Division  I  has  suggested  that  virtually  all  of  our  current  committees 
be  federated.  In  other  words,  Division  I,  II  and  III  will  have  separate 
Committees  on  Minority  Interests  and  Opportunities.  They  will  have 
separate  Committees  on  Women’s  Athletics  and  many  other  commit¬ 
tees  that  we  currently  have.  It  is  the  view  of  the  task  force — and, 
once  again,  we  will  hopefully  hear  from  you,  the  membership,  that  it 
is  valuable  to  have  interaction  and  input  across  all  groups  in  those 
committees.  We  very  much  want  to  see  as  many  of  those  committees 
that  reflect  common  values  and  concerns  of  this  Association  to  stay 
common  as  opposed  to  moving  into  a  more  federated  structure  of 
committee  work.  Just  the  suggestion  that  we  be  federated  suggests 
that  we  somehow  have  different  values  or  different  ideas  relative  to 
minority  issues  and  women’s  issues  and  the  whole  range — student- 
athlete  welfare  and  access  and  so  on  and  so  forth — and  we  find  that 
to  be  of  concern.  We  are  very  concerned  with  that,  to  say  the  least. 

In  terms  of  the  overall  Association  structure,  what  we  are  strug¬ 
gling  with  right  now  is  how  much  federation  is  appropriate.  We  are 
trying  to  work  with  Divisions  I  and  II.  We  are  trying  to  provide  Divi¬ 
sion  I  the  amount  of  federation  they  feel  they  need  to  function  effec¬ 
tively  in  this  Association,  but  we  also  are  trying  to  determine  how 
far  we  can  go  before  we  lose  the  feel  of  a  true  Association  and  how 
far  can  we  go  before  we  are  no  longer  really  active  members  of  this 
Association  It  has  been  our  feeling  thus  far  that  we  are  going  to  try 
to  retain  that  feel  as  much  as  possible.  That  is  the  task  before  us. 
That  is  the  challenge.  As  Ced  Dempsey  said,  change  is  not  an  option 
at  this  point.  We  are  trying  to  encourage  an  enthusiastic  approach  to 
this.  Let’s  take  a  look  at  where  we  are,  where  we  are  going  to  be  and 
how  we  want  to  structure.  Then  we  will  sit  down  at  the  bargaining 
table  with  Division  I  and  we  will  see  how  we  can  work  all  of  this  out. 

There  is  one  other  thing  that  we  will  ask  you  to  respond  to  both  in 
your  comments  and  on  the  survey — the  question  of  governance  with¬ 
in  Division  III.  Once  you  get  beyond  the  overall  Association  structure 
and  you  actually  get  into  the  governance  within  Division  III,  basical- 
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lv  the  idea  is  that  we  federate  and  each  division  can  set  their  own 
governance  structure,  whatever  appeals  to  the  membership.  Division 
I  is  leaning  toward  a  more  representative  form  of  governance  within 
their  division.  That  would  include  having  a  council  perhaps i  withj me 
position  for  each  conference  representative  and  have  that  body  vote 
on  legislation  affecting  Division  1  as  opposed  to  having  the  large 

democratic  sessions  that  we  have  thus  far  enjoyed.  ... 

They  do  this  and  they  think  that  this  is  positive  because  it  will 
streamline  the  process.  Division  II  is  leaning  that  direction.  We  ar 
assuming  that  Division  III  wants  to  retain  as  much  as  possible  the 
current  format  that  we  use.  We  think  in  the  restructuring  effort  we 
can  retain  a  lot  of  the  characteristics  of  our  current  governance 
structure  and  the  idea  of  one  vote  per  institution  and  so  onandso 
forth  on  legislation,  but  that  is  another  idea  we  want  to  hear  from 
vou  If  you  think  that  this  is  a  cumbersome  process,  if  you  would  like 
us  to  investigate  models  of  representative  governance  where  perhaps 
each  conference  gets  one  representative  on  some  council  and  we  h 
an  appropriate  number  of  independent  slots  available  to  leprese 
the  independents  in  the  Association  and  not  have  annual  meetings 
like  this  or  in  any  way  streamline  the  process,  please- indicate  tha 
us.  As  I  said,  we  will  be  happy  to  take  questions  or  hear  your  con- 
cerns  regarding  that  at  this  time 

I  would  like  to  invite  questions  on  either  side  of  that  issue  or  ei¬ 
ther  side  of  what  I  have  presented,  whether  that  be  relative  to  the 
overall  governance  and  our  relationship  with  Division  or  youi  ee 
ings  about  the  governance  process  within  Division  III  and  how  we 
should  be  looking  at  restructuring  within  Division  111  as  this  all 
shakes  out  m  the  future.  So  I  invite  your  comments  and  discussion 
at  this  time.  Dennis  will  present  the  other  side  of  the  issue  dealing 
with  membership  structure  in  Division  III  and  the  breakdown  for 
championships  and  that  type  of  thing,  but  at  this  point  we  would  like 
to  confine  all  discussion  to  just  the  overriding  issues  of  governance. 
Are  there  any  questions  or  concerns?  Would  any  of  the  task  force 
members  like  to  add  anything  to  what  I  have  laid  out  or  rephrase 

al1Richard  Rasmussen  (University  Athletic  Association).  Just  a 
couple  of  comments  about  the  organizational  model  that  seems  to  be 
emanating  from  the  Division  I  discussions. 

I  think  it  is  really  important  to  recognize,  as  we  all  do,  that  Divi¬ 
sion  III  is  very  different  from  Division  I  and  Division  II,  particuiaily 
in  the  ways  in  which  our  athletics  programs  at  our  institutions  are 
organized.  Our  needs  are  very  different.  Athletics  works  as  well  as  it 
does  in  Division  III  because  our  athletics  administrators  and  our 
athletics  programs  have  very  direct  reporting  lines  to  our  presiden  s 

within  the  institutional  framework.  ieo 

That  is  not  true  in  very  many  Division  I  institutions.  As  a  result, 
Division  I  needs  perhaps  some  stronger  means  or  ways  of  controlling 
their  athletics  programs  because  they  Find  it  very  difficult  within 
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their  own  individual  institutions  to  do  that.  So  they  are  going  to  look 
for  a  governance  structure  that  is  going  to  do  that  for  them. 

We  don’t  need  to  do  that.  What  we  do  works  very  well.  I  think  the 
relationship  between  the  Division  III  presidents  subcommittee  of  the 
Presidents  Commission  and  the  Division  III  Steering  Committee  is  a 
very  good  relationship  because  it  allows  our  athletics  administrators 
and  our  institutions  as  a  whole  to  govern  ourselves  in  very  much  the 
same  way  we  do  within  our  own  institutions.  Presidents  are  involved 
at  the  broad  policy  issues  level.  The  athletics  administrators,  very 
importantly,  are  given  the  freedom  of  flexibility  and  the  resources  to 
do  what  they  are  hired  to  do,  and  that  is  deal  with  athletics  within 
the  context  of  our  academic  institutions.  I  would  strongly  urge  that 
we  retain  as  much  of  our  current  flavor,  our  current  organizational 
structure  as  possible. 

Beverly  Klooster  (Calvin  College):  In  looking  over  this  task  force 
review  that  was  in  The  NCAA  News,  there  are  a  couple  of  things 
that  I  would  like  to  ask  about.  I  look  under  the  management  council 
proposal.  I  assume  we  can  speak  to  that  issue.  I  appreciate  the  fact 
that  it  looks  like  a  troika.  That  is,  it  looks  like  we  have  got  directors 
of  athletics,  we  have  got  senior  women’s  administrators  and  we  have 
faculty  athletics  representatives.  I  appreciate  the  academic  input 
that  is  reflected  there  in  faculty  athletics  representatives. 

Do  you  have  any  breakdown  as  to  what  numbers  of  persons  in 
each  of  those  categories  you  are  anticipating? 

Mr.  Bridges:  Thus  far,  we  have  been  vague  on  that.  We  haven’t 
pinned  that  down.  That  is  something  we  wanted  to  hear  from  the 
membership.  There  will  be  some  ongoing  communication,  but  the  an¬ 
swer  is  “no.”  We  are  leaving  our  options  open  at  this  point  based 
upon  what  we  hear  from  the  membership  and  that  type  of  thing. 

Ms.  Klooster:  The  other  thing  that  concerns  me  a  little  bit  is  the 
fact  that  there  are  none,  as  I  understand  it,  currently  on  the  task 
force  who  are  academics  in  the  terms  of  faculty  athletics  representa¬ 
tives.  That  bothers  me  a  bit  in  that  you  are  proposing  for  them  to  be 
a  part  of  this,  but  they  are  not  a  part  of  the  restructuring  proposal  as 
it  is  being  proposed.  So  I  ask  you  to  get  their  input  somehow,  if  not 
add  some  to  the  committee. 

Mr.  Bridges:  That  has  been  brought  to  our  attention  before.  We 
are  in  the  process  of  making  a  suggestion  to  the  Administrative 
Committee  for  such  an  addition. 

One  of  the  speakers  is  a  faculty  rep.  We  have  invited  JefT  Ankrom 
to  join  us.  You  will  be  hearing  from  him  a  little  later  But  we  abso* 
lutely  agree.  Recent  events  have  pointed  that  out  very  clearly,  that 
we  really  should  have  at  least  one  or  two  faculty  reps  on  this  task 
force. 

James  J.  Whalen  (Ithaca  College):  I  may  be  a  bit  premature.  I 
hope  not.  1  would  just  like  to  make  a  statement  or  two  about  this 
issue  in  general. 

This  morning,  a  good  friend  of  mine,  Ken  Weller,  who  has  been  ac¬ 
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tive  in  the  NCAA  for  many,  many  years  in  Division  III  and  probably 
one  of  the  most  knowledgeable  and  hard-working  people  for  us  for  so 
many  years,  said  to  me,  “Are  you  going  to  rise  at  some  point  and  give 
your  old  saw  about  the  ‘C’  in  the  NCAA,”  and  I  said:  “Probably.  I 
would  like  to  do  that. 

I  am  deeply  concerned  about  what  is  happening  here.  I  have  been 
involved  for  20  years  as  a  president,  working  with  the  NCAA  in 
many  capacities.  Most  fortunate  to  do  that.  But  I  am  worried  about 
what  is  happening  to  us.  I  have  never  been  a  big  fan  of  federation, 
but  I  know  we  need  it  for  efficiency.  But  I  knew  that  one  day  it  would 
lead  us  to  the  brink  where  I  think  we  are  now.  I  think  we  really 
need— as  members  of  Division  III,  athletics  directors,  faculty  reps, 
coaches,  presidents— to  think  carefully  about  whether  or  not  we 
want  to  bargain. 

To  bargain  for  what?  To  bargain  for  dollars?  We  are  not  in  higher 
athletics  We  are  in  higher  education.  I  think  it  is  terribly  important 
to  keep  that  in  mind.  Because  if  we  bargain  for  dollars,  we  are  sim¬ 
ply  supplicants  to  retain  some  money  for  championships  Think 
about  that.  Think  about  that  a  little. 

If  Division  I  needs  greater  federation,  then  they  should  have  it. 
But  I  submit  to  you  that  in  doing  so,  Division  I  or  at  least  a  number 
of  those  schools  are  going  to  identify  themselves  in  a  way  that  is  not 
going  to  be  helpful  to  the  NCAA  and  membership  schools  like  ours. 

Ced  Dempsey  is  right.  We  do  need  some  restructuring,  but  we 
need  it  not  for  dollars.  We  need  it  to  give  Ced  and  anybody  who  fol¬ 
lows  him  in  an  organizational  structure,  a  legal  structure  that  allows 
him  to  have  a  reporting  body  that  is  much  like  so  many  of  the  other 
higher  education  associations. 

So  my  plea  is  that  we  think  about  ourselves  as  higher  educational 
institutions  and  that  we  do  not  go  to  a  bargaining  table  with  Divi¬ 
sion  I  We  are  not  or  should  not  be  in  the  bargaining  business. 

Finally,  let  me  say  this.  For  many,  many,  many  years,  I  have  en¬ 
couraged  my  presidential  colleagues  to  come  to  these  meetings  to 
represent  us.  If  we  go  the  direction  I  believe  we  are  headed,  I  could 
never  in  good  conscience  ask  them  to  come  to  an  Association  that  is 
so  divided  and  so  federated  and  so  separated  that  they  have  really  no 
business  being  here. 

Thank  you  for  giving  me  an  opportunity  to  speak.  I  feel  very 
strongly  about  this.  I  think  we  are  on  the  brink.  It  is  important  what 
we  want  to  do,  not  what  Division  1  says  we  should  do. 

John  A.  DiBiaggio  (Tufts  University):  I  speak  with  some  author¬ 
ity  on  this  issue,  having  spent  most  of  my  career  in  Division  I  insti¬ 
tutions  and  now  having  the  privilege  and  the  pleasure  of  being  m  Di¬ 
vision  III  and  finding  out  what  intercollegiate  athletics  is  really  all 
about 

I  want  to  compliment  you  on  the  fact  that  you  were  able  to  negoti¬ 
ate  certain  benefits  for  Division  III.  That  was  very  critical  and  im¬ 
portant.  But  1  would  urge  you  not  to  give  up  on  the  more  important 
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issues,  and  that  is  control  over  standards  and  integrity,  because  that 
is  really  what  this  is  all  about.  We  cannot  be  driven  only  by  income 
generation  in  our  decision-making,  which  is  really  the  most  impor¬ 
tant  factor,  I  believe,  currently  in  Division  I  thinking.  We  must  main¬ 
tain  some  control  while  having  autonomy  as  a  division,  which  I  think 
is  critical  for  overall  decision-making  in  the  NCAA.  You  must  remain 
firm  on  that.  I  fear  if  you  don’t,  we  will  find  ourselves  in  even  a  more 
disastrous  circumstance  than  we  currently  face. 

Quite  frankly,  anyone  who  believes  that  if  we  function  separately, 
autonomously  and  have  authority  over  our  decision-making  it  will 
resolve  the  issues  of  public  perception  of  what  we  are,  they  are  sadly 
mistaken.  Because,  quite  frankly,  we  are  living  m  a  time  of  account¬ 
ability.  We  are  being  criticized  for  many  things— the  level  of  our  tu¬ 
ition  at  some  of  our  institutions,  whether  our  faculty  are  too  much 
engaged  in  research,  scholarship  and  abuses  in  intercollegiate  ath¬ 
letics  as  well.  If  those  abuses  increase  or  become  even  more  promi¬ 
nent,  which  could  very  well  be  the  case  if  there  are  not  checks  and 
balances,  believe  me,  we  will  not  escape  that  criticism  simply  be¬ 
cause  we  say  we  don’t  do  those  things. 

So  I  would  just  rise  to  urge  you  to  remain  very,  very  firm  in  assur¬ 
ing  that  this  division,  which  may  ultimately  be  the  largest  of  the  di¬ 
visions,  has  adequate  input  into  the  decision-making. 

Mr.  Bridges:  Seeing  no  one  at  the  microphones,  we  will  move  into 
the  second  part  of  this  discussion  that  deals  with  looking  at  our 
championship  structure  and  some  options  that  we  may  have  there. 
Please  don’t  misunderstand,  the  task  force  is  not  advocating  any  po¬ 
sition  on  this  We  just  feel  it  is  our  responsibility  to  put  this  before 
the  membership  in  light  of  recent  events  and  some  of  the  feedback 
we  have  heard  from  the  membership.  This  is  a  wide-open  issue.  It  is 
open  for  discussion  We  think  it  will  be  stimulating.  There  are  some 
interesting  ideas  that  will  be  presented  to  you.  Once  again,  we  just 
want  to  hear  your  input  on  this.  At  this  time,  to  lead  that  discussion, 
I  would  like  to  introduce  Dennis  Collins,  the  executive  director  of  the 
North  Coast  Athletic  Conference. 

Dennis  M.  Collins  (North  Coast  Athletic  Conference):  When  the 
Joint  Policy  Board  called  for  your  input  on  the  issues  involved  in  re¬ 
structuring  last  January,  you  responded  in  good  numbers  with  many 
thoughtful  ideas,  concepts  and  even  intricate  and  sincere  models  for 
consideration.  On  behalf  of  the  task  force,  I  would  like  to  thank  each 
and  every  one  of  you  who  took  the  time  to  respond  to  us  on  this  very 
important  issue.  It  was  clear  from  your  responses  that  many  of  you 
want  change. 

It  also  seems  that  the  timing  of  the  Division  I  task  force  seeking 
change  is  providing  a  good  opportunity  for  those  in  Division  III  who 
are  also  seeking  a  new  deal. 

Let’s  get  right  to  the  central  issues.  In  your  responses,  you  told  us 
you  were  concerned  about  three  things.  The  first  was  change  in  na¬ 
tional  championships.  The  second  important  issue  was  change  m  na- 
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ttonal  championships.  And  the  third  and  most  important  issue  was 
change  in  national  championships.  This  message  was  loud  and  clear 
from  the  vast  majority  of  those  of  you  who  responded.  We  also  know 
that  some  of  you  are  comfortable  with  the  present  system,  but  I 
think  the  vast  majority  has  indicated  they  want  to  see  change  in  na¬ 
tional  championships 

In  a  minute,  I  will  speak  to  the  specific  nature  of  your  letters  and 
what  changes  you  want  for  national  championships.  But  first,  let  me 
address  a  very  key  and  central  issue  that  many  of  you  are  concerned 
about  I  think  Dan  has  covered  this  a  little  bit,  but  I  want  to  empha¬ 
size  it  because  it  was  very  important  as  we  got  your  correspondence. 
While  you  wanted  changes,  you  were  concerned  that  if  we  as  a  divi¬ 
sion  tried  to  make  significant  changes  in  the  current  system,  there 
would  be  a  possible  loss  of  benefits,  a  cutback  from  Division  I.  Of 
course,  we  are  always  in  a  difficult  historically  supplicant  position  to 
Division  I.  I  think  one  conference  probably  expressed  it  best.  They 
wrote  to  us  and  said:  “We  don’t  want  to  rock  the  boat  and  possibly 
jeopardize  the  good  benefits  we  have  now.”  Basically,  don’t  jeopardize 
paid-catastrophic  insurance,  paid  travel  and  per  diem  to  national 
championships  and  access  to  NCAA  staff  and  service.  We  heard  you 
on  that  issue  loud  and  clear.  Our  friends  in  Division  II  did,  also.  I 
think  Dan  has  indicated  that  we  have  already  talked  to  the  Division 
I  task  force.  There  arc  at  least  tentative  guarantees  that  are  being 
talked  about  at  this  point  within  the  Division  I  task  force. 

But  let  me  get  back  now  to  the  specific  nature  of  your  main  points 
on  restructuring.  You  told  us  you  wanted  more  commonality  among 
the  institutions  you  meet  in  the  national  championship  fields,  Key 
among  those  concerns — and  you  illustrated  them  in  many  different 
ways — were  the  following. 

No.  1  topping  that  list  was  large-enrollment  schools  playing  small- 
enrollment  schools.  That  was  by  far  the  No.  1  issue.  No.  2,  schools 
that  sponsored  great  numbers  of  sports  competing  against  schools 
that  sponsored  a  minimum  number  of  sports.  Other  concerns  were 
state  schools  versus  private  schools,  academic  differences  and  tuition 
differences.  The  list  went  on,  but  basically  I  think  the  top  three  or 
four  are  illustrated  for  you  there. 

You  sent  ideas,  surveys  and  even  detailed  models  I  think  the 
other  major  concern  was  access  to  championships.  Some  of  you  are 
concerned  about  access  presently — whether  in  a  conference  or  as  an 
independent  institution.  But  more  of  you  showed  concern  about  how 
access  would  diminish  with  the  continuing  trend  of  NAIA  members 
seeking  entry  into  the  NCAA  and  most  pointedly  into  Division  III. 
Division  III  right  now  is  presently  almost  390  members.  That  is 
counting  our  25  provisional  members  that  are  serving  their  three- 
year  provisional  membership.  As  we  on  the  task  force  have 
talked— and  it  is  hard  to  really  get  our  arms  around  the  specific 
numbers  in  the  NAIA— of  the  remaining  350  members  of  the  NAIA 
and  where  they  may  go,  the  prospect  of  that  organization  has  been 
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speculated  about  for  quite  some  time  now.  Where  they  may  land  is  a 
real  question  and  I  think  should  be  a  concern  to  all  of  us.  I  think 
clouding  the  other  end  of  the  horizon  are  those  institutions  from  Di¬ 
vision  II  that  are  seeking  some  sort  of  nonathletics  grant  model  or 
reduced  cost  operation.  Of  course,  the  only  model  like  that  within  the 

NCAA  is  Division  III  right  now.  .  _ .  .  TT 

Letters  from  presidents  and  administrators  m  Division  II  repre¬ 
sent  six  conferences  that  refer  to  a  lower-cost  operation.  Ladies  and 
gentlemen,  I  think  change  is  upon  us.  It  has  been  happening  slowly 
fn  our  regard  in  this  matter,  but  I  think  now  it  appears  that  it  is 
picking  up  speed.  I  would  hope  we  would  not  run  from  the  change, 
hope  we  can  embrace  this  change  and  make  it  work  for  us.  Some  of 
the  comments  here  today  I  think  have  been  helpfu  lin  that  regard 

In  the  end,  we  need  to  help  fashion  a  better  NCAA  and  a  better 
Division  III  for  all  of  us.  Today,  we  have  three  panelists  that  will  help 
us  dissect  some  of  the  ideas  and  concepts  you  sent  along.  We  will  pre¬ 
sent  to  you  the  concepts  and  even  some  models  for  your  evaluation 
Today,  we  are  looking  for  your  feedback.  We  are  going  to  ask  at  leas 
on  this  section  if  you  will  hold  your  questions  unti  after  the  last  pre¬ 
senter.  There  will  be  three  presenters  after  me.  We  will  move  fairly 
quickly.  Then  we  are  going  to  be  prepared  to  answer  questions  after 

I  iust  want  to  say  a  few  words  about  the  task  force  before  we 
begin,  "it  is  my  honor  to  serve  on  the  task  force  We  have  some  very 
able  and  experienced  people  on  this  task  force.  We  have  the  a  1 1  y  as 
a  group,  I  believe,  to  build  new  models  to  achieve  ^  2°als  ^hat  yoa 
would  like  to  see  in  a  new  Division  III  and  a  new  NCAA.  Our  first 
presenter  of  this  particular  session  is  Judy  Sweet,  director  of  athlet¬ 
ics,  University  of  California,  San  Diego,  and  a  former  NCAA  Presi- 

Judith  M.  Sweet  (University  of  California,  San  Diego):  I  have 
been  assigned  the  area  that  is  described  on  your  handout  that  per¬ 
tains  to  championships.  But  I  would  be  remiss  if  I  didn  t  tae  is  op¬ 
portunity  to  deviate  a  little  bit  and  add  my  concern  about  the  discus¬ 
sions  that  are  taking  place  in  regard  to  restructuring. 

The  idea  of  restructuring  and  the  idea  of  change  is  fine.  But  1  be¬ 
lieve  very  strongly  that  we  need  to  keep  control  over  how  much  re¬ 
structuring  takes  place  and  how  much  change  takes  place.  There  cer¬ 
tainly  are  some  benefits  to  increased  federation.  But  I  am  very 
concerned  that  the  dialogue  that  is  taking  place,  particularly  at  the 
Division  I  level,  suggests  that  Division  III  and  possibly  Division  II 
are  going  to  be  federated  out  of  the  NCAA.  If  the  actions  that  are 
being  suggested  are  taken,  we  will  have  three  separate  organizations 
that  supposedly  are  a  part  of  one  association. 

1  believe  that  we  need  to  be  very  strong  in  our  convictions  on  what 
is  right  for  higher  education.  As  President  DiBiaggio  has  indicated, 
we  need  to  stick  to  our  principles.  We  need  to  do  so  with  the  integrity 
that  really  has  directed  Division  III  to  make  decisions  based  on  pnn- 
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ciples  and  based  on  philosophy  that  is  consistent  with  higher  educa¬ 
tion  We  will  have  an  opportunity  to  discuss  in  this  afternoon  s  ses¬ 
sion  the  direction  that  all  three  divisions  are  going  with  their  respec¬ 
tive  assignments.  But  I  hope  that  we  are  not  going  to  march  off  in 
such  diverse  directions  that  it  is  irreparable  for  higher  education  and 
intercollegiate  athletics.  . 

Having  said  all  of  that,  I  would  like  to  go  back  to  my  particular 
topic  and  share  with  you  some  observations,  pose  some  questions 
and  encourage  dialogue  and  input.  Over  the  past  number  of  years, 
there  have  been  efforts  to  restructure  the  Association.  Approximate¬ 
ly  a  year  ago,  there  was  a  call  for  member  institutions  to  submit 
models  for  restructuring.  There  was  one  model  that  came  forward 
initially  from  Division  I,  primarily  from  Division  I  conferences.  The 
intent  of  the  resolution  at  last  year’s  Convention  was  to  continue  the 
discussion  on  restructuring.  But  the  emphasis  was  more  on  gover¬ 
nance  and  the  legislative  process  resulting  in  how  decisions  would  be 
made  for  the  Association.  My  assessment  of  what  has  come  forward 
to  this  point  is  that  Division  T  is  primarily  concerned  about  gover- 
nance  about  the  legislative  process  and,  maybe  most  importantly  to 
them,  about  control  of  finances.  But  overall,  having  the  right  to 
make  decisions,  primarily  for  themselves,  ultimately  is  going  to  re¬ 
sult  in  their  making  decisions  for  all  of  us. 

Interestingly,  the  response  from  Division  III  focused  very  mims- 
culeiy  on  the  issues  of  governance  and  legislation  and  control  of  fi¬ 
nances.  My  assessment  of  that  is  that  Division  III  does  not  feel  that 
there  needs  to  be  a  lot  of  change  in  those  areas.  What  we  heard  from 
Division  III  was  an  interest  in  talking  about  structure  of  champi¬ 
onships  I  think  it  is  important  that  we  note  there  is  a  difference  in 
membership  structure  and  championship  structure.  While  both  may 
require  legislation  in  some  form,  ultimately,  the  responsibility  an 
authority  for  championships  falls  in  the  current  structure  under  the 
Executive  Committee.  Even  if  legislation  were  passed  by  a  particular 
division  or  by  the  Association,  ultimately,  the  Executive  Committee 
has  the  authority  to  enact  that  legislation  or  not  enact  that  legisia- 

tion.  ,  _  .  |  . 

As  I  mentioned,  the  response  from  the  membership,  while  it  was 
not  overwhelming,  suggested  that  there  was  a  need  to  have  more  ac¬ 
cess  to  championships.  The  emphasis  was  then  placed  on  competi¬ 
tion  with  like  institutions  or  what  has  become  known  as  commonali¬ 
ty.  An  additional  emphasis  has  been  expressed  on  the  opportunity  to 
win  a  championship.  All  of  this  leads  to  the  following  questions.  Is 
Division  III  too  large  currently?  Is  there  an  ideal  field  size  for  a 
championship?  How  can  diverse  institutions  best  be  accommodated 
within  Division  III?  How  can  we  best  plan  for  a  potential  increase  in 
the  size  of  both  Division  II  and  Division  III  as  more  NAIA  members 
join  the  NCAA?  Should  Division  III  membership  requirements 
change?  Should  the  current  structure  for  championships  be  changed? 
If  so,  based  on  sports  sponsorship,  in  what  sports  might  this  work? 
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Should  it  be  team  sports  only  or  individual  sports,  also?  And  I  would 
call  to  your  attention  to  the  handout  in  your  document  that  lists 
numbers  of  institutions  sponsoring  sports  in  both  Division  III  and 

Division  II.  ,  , 

Is  there  truly  an  interest  in  splitting  championships  and  making 
changes  in  the  structure  from  what  it  currently  is?  Keeping  in  mind 
that  there  are  some  financial  implications  that  go  along  with  a 
change  in  structure,  how  many  teams  would  be  appropriate  if  there 
is  ci  clisn^s^ 

What  are  the  implications  on  staffing  for  those  championships? 
What  would  committee  needs  be?  What  would  be  the  impact  on  the 
NCAA  championships  department?  What  related  expenses  might 

there  be  for  these  additional  events?  T 

The  Division  III  task  force  has  had  a  meeting  with  the  Division  li 
task  force  to  talk  about  some  common  concerns  pertaining  to  cham¬ 
pionships.  Division  II  is  considering  whether  there  should  be  some 
changes  in  their  championship  structure,  recognizing  the  diversity  in 
their  membership  Are  there  some  solutions  that  make  sense  in  con¬ 
junction  with  changes  being  made  m  Division  II?  Most  importantly, 
we  must  have  a  dialogue  within  Division  III.  We  must  share  ideas. 
We  must  look  into  our  crystal  ball  and  ultimately  we  must  plan  for 
the  future  in  a  reasonable  way  that  is  in  the  best  interests  of  our  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  and  our  institutions. 

Mr.  Collins:  Thank  you,  Judy,  for  those  remarks.  Our  second  pre¬ 
senter  is  Bridget  Belgiovine,  director  of  athletics,  University  of  Wis¬ 
consin  at  La  Crosse  and  a  current  member  of  the  NCAA  Council. 

Bridget  Belgiovine  (University  of  Wisconsin,  La  Crosse):  As  you 
have  heard  from  several  of  the  speakers  and  as  Dennis  alluded  to, 
we  heard  from  you,  the  membership,  about  ways  to  split  the  division, 
how  we  could  do  that. 

I  have  the  dubious  task  of  showing  you  in  chart  form  some  num¬ 
bers.  This  is  your  opportunity  to  give  us  some  answers  or  at  least 
crystallize  some  ways  that  if  we  were  to  go  ahead  with  that  division 
or  some  kind  of  an  altered  structure  for  national  championships, 
what  data  and  what  information  would  you  like  us  to  use? 

There  are  four  areas,  and  the  question  1  have  for  you  is  what  pos¬ 
sible  criteria  could  be  established  for  splitting  Division  III  into  cham¬ 
pionship  subsets  and  what  would  the  finished  model  look  like.  It  is 
probably  pretty  clear  that  if  you  look  at  those  four  charts,  you  don  t 
see  a  finished  model  in  my  part  of  the  presentation.  What  1  would 
like  to  do,  however,  is  just  share  very  quickly  with  you  where  the 
data  came  from  and  how  you  might  look  at  it  and  explain  it  briefly 

There  are  four  charts.  If  you  would,  the  first  area  or  subset  we 
heard  from  was  public  versus  private.  Each  of  these  four  charts  are 
divided  by  district.  The  data  were  collected  thanks  in  large  part  to 
Dick  Rasmussen  and  the  UAA,  which  put  a  lot  of  information  togeth¬ 
er  We  tried  to  cull  just  brief  pieces  to  put  in  front  of  you,  but  that  is 
where  that  came  from.  That  data  total  347  institutions  taken  at  the 
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conclusion  of  the  1992-93  year.  In  other  pieces  here,  you  will  see  that 
there  are  currently  358  institutions,  so  those  numbers  don’t  match. 
Know  that  up  front,  but  it  is  the  intent  of  the  district  structuring 
that  I  think  is  important  for  us  to  see. 

Public  versus  private,  the  eight  districts,  you  see  the  total  number 
of  public  institutions  by  district,  the  total  of  private  and  the  percent¬ 
age  of  public  versus  private.  That  was  one  area  that  we  wanted  to 
look  at  in  terms  of  splitting  in  subsets.  If  you  then  go  to  your  under¬ 
graduate  enrollment  and  conference  integrity  enrollment  data  is  to 
the  left-hand  side  of  the  chart.  Institutions  are  charted  strictly  on 
their  enrollment  in  eight  districts 

So  that  you  don’t  give  it  to  us  from  the  floor,  there  is  a  typo.  If  you 
go  down  to  District  No.  5,  in  the  1,500  category,  that  should  be  seven, 
not  87  institutions  in  District  5  with  greater  than  1,500  students. 

You  will  see  plus  means  those  institutions  that  have  more  than 
1,500  in  enrollment,  and  minus  is,  obviously,  those  that  have  less. 
Then  you  go  below  and  you  see  the  totals  and  then  the  percentages. 
To  the  right  of  the  solid  bold  lme,  we  broke  it  down  using  conference 
integrity.  What  we  looked  at  were  50  percent  or  more  of  existing  con¬ 
ferences  that  fell  within  those  enrollment  categories,  thereby  keep¬ 
ing  the  integrity  of  existing  conferences  as  they  were  in  1992-93.  So 
that  is  another  piece  to  enrollment  that  there  was  some  concern 
with.  For  example,  some  conferences  have  as  many  as  10,000  stu¬ 
dents  in  one  institution,  but  also  within  the  conference  there  might 
be  an  institution  with  3,000  students.  We  looked  at  the  50  percent  or 
more  of  the  conferences  and  put  it  in  that  category. 

Tuition  and  fees  were  yet  another  area  that  we  were  requested  to 
look  at  m  terms  of  splitting  by  district.  Believe  me,  there  aren’t  any 
institutions  with  zero  dollars  in  tuition,  but  we  had  to  start  at  the 
zero  point,  up  to  $5,000,  5  to  10,000,  10  to  15,  15  to  20  and  then 
20,000  and  up.  At  the  bottom  of  this  chart,  we  further  divided  it  out 
so  that  if  you  look— $10,000  and  below  in  fees— there  were  148  insti¬ 
tutions  and  then  beyond  that  199.  So  there  was  a  natural  break 
point  if  we  were  to  look  at  tuition  and  fees. 

The  last  area  is  sports  sponsorship.  You  might  want  to  take  note 
that  these  are  NCAA  championship  sports,  so  that  would  include  the 
split  of  mdoor  and  outdoor  track.  These  are  combined  men’s  and 
women’s  sports  per  institution.  So  if  your  institution  sponsors  18 
sports  and  you  are  in  District  2,  you  were  one  of  those  18  institu¬ 
tions.  At  the  very  bottom,  we  did  some  combined  totaling  so  that  you 
will  see  a  natural  break.  Fifteen  sports  or  less,  there  would  be  166 
institutions.  Institutions  sponsoring  six  team  sports  or  more,  there 
would  be  181  of  them  and  divided  out  by  district. 

With  this  information,  we  hope  that  you  will  look  at  it  and  realize 
that  no  single  subset  based  on  this  information  seems  appropriate  if 
we  were  to  split.  However,  we  need  to  hear  from  you. 

Then  the  next  step  is  to  look  at  potentially  taking  more  than  one 
subset  and  doing  some  type  of  indexing.  For  that  more  complicated 
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explanation,  we  will  have  our  next  speaker.  ,  . 

Mr.  Collins:  Thanks,  Bridget.  I  don’t  think  the  next  one  is  that 
complicated.  Maybe  it  is.  Maybe  it  isn’t.  Next  up  is  Dn  Jeff  Ankrom, 
professor  of  economics  and  the  athletics  rep  at  Wittenberg  Universi¬ 
ty  in  Springfield,  Ohio.  Jeff  will  lead  us  through  the  concept  of  an 

m<Jeff  A.  Ankrom  (Wittenberg  University)-  I  wanted  to  make  some 
connections  between  some  of  the  things  you  already  heard  about  It 
could  be  said  with  good  reason  that  a  single  factor  model  is  a  little 
too  rigid,  to  take  one  of  the  criteria  that  Bridget  spoke  about  and  use 
it  for  dividing  ourselves  into  two  parts  for  championship  purposes. 1 
think  many  of  us  would  agree  that  could  be  problematic.  So  I  want  to 
talk  about  what  I  think  is  a  flexible  approach,  i  call  it  an  index  num- 
ber  approach.  To  prepare  you  for  this,  I  thought  you  might  want  to 
hear  my  lecture  on  the  Consumer  Price  Index.  It  would  only  take  an 

The  goal  here  is  to  construct  an  index  number.  There  is  a  handout 
toward  the  back  of  the  six  or  seven-page  handout  that  you  have  The 
goal  is  to  construct  an  index  number  that  will  allow  subdivision  of 
the  current  Division  III  membership  into  two  groups.  At  this  point,  1 
want  to  stress  again  and  again  and  again,  jump  up  and  down,  wave 
my  arms  and  so  forth  that  there  is  no  preconceived  notion  about 
what  these  two  groups  will  be.  This  is  a  conceptual  approach.  1  he 
index  number  that  could  be  constructed  assigns  points  to  each  insti¬ 
tution  on  the  basis  of  factors  deemed  important.  The  phrase  factors 
deemed  important”  is  vague.  Again,  I  want  to  stress  theflexibdityof 
the  approach.  Already  people  have  come  up  and  asked  me.  Well, 
could  this  be  included?  Could  this  be  included,”  and  I  have  said,  yes, 

y  Nevertheless,  sports  sponsorship  and  enrollment  are  the  two  fac¬ 
tors  that  I  used  in  the  example  considered  below.  Basically,  what  you 
would  do  is  use  the  data  that  are  known  to  you  already,  come  up  with 
a  number  and  then  apply  it.  A  cutoff  value  would  be  chosen  for  this 
index  number.  For  example,  100.  Although  given  the  way  index  num¬ 
bers  work,  you  could  choose  any  number  you  want.  That  would  be 

open  for  discussion  as  well.  _ , 

You  have  already  heard  some  of  this  data,  so  1  wont  spend  much 
time  talking  about  them.  But  I  give  you  just  a  UtUe  bit  on  the  Divi¬ 
sion  III  profile.  According  to  the  data  I  got  from  the  NCAA,  there  are 
345  institutions.  Two-hundred-and-seventy  of  those  have  enrollment 
of  less  than  3,000.  Two-hundred-and-fifty-five  institutions  sponsor  at 
least  12  championship  sports,  and  196  institutions  sponsor  at  least 
15  sports.  Mean  enrollment  in  Division  III  is  2,873  Mean  sports 
sponsorship  is  15.1.  You  see  the  breakdown  there,  mens  7.8  and 
women’s  7.3.  At  this  point,  you  should  relax  a  little  bit.  The  index 
number  may  at  first  glance  appear  to  be  complicated,  but  it  is  really 
not  that  bad.  I  have  got  some  examples  and  a  translating  table  down 
below. 
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But  to  plug  and  chug,  you  would  take  the  number  of  sports  that 
you  sponsor,  multiply  it  in  this  example  by  6.5.  You  would  add  to 
that  another  factor  or  subtract,  depending  on  where  your  enrollment 
falls  other  points.  Just  use  one  example  If  you  sponsor  16  sports 
and  your  enrollment  is  2,000,  you  would  multiply  6.5  times  16;  add 
to  that  .013  times  1,000;  the  difference  between  3,000  and  2,000;  and 
your  index  number  would  be  117.  Let  me  say  a  little  bit  about  the 
properties  of  the  formula.  To  emphasize  the  flexibility,  those  parame¬ 
ters  that  you  see  can  be  adjusted.  Those  three  that  you  see  in  the  for- 
mula— 6.5,  .013  and  3,000— those  can  be  adjusted.  Of  course,  how 
they  are  adjusted  reflects  the  values  that  we  attach  to  the  various 

things  , , 

For  example,  if  you  were  to  increase  that  number  6.5,  you  would 
be  implicitly  giving  a  bigger  weight  to  sports  sponsorship.  Corre¬ 
spondingly,  if  you  reduced  that  number,  you  would  lower  the  weight. 
Again,  there  could  be  a  third  term  in  the  expression.  The  mean  is  ap¬ 
plied  to  the  current  membership.  The  mean  value  is  100,  and  the  me¬ 
dian  is  109.6,  the  median  being  the  one  in  the  middle,  of  course.  I 
found  that  if  you  were  to,  for  example,  change  the  6.5  weight  down  to 
6  and  the  .013  weight  down  to  .012,  you  would  have  an  index  num¬ 
ber  that  has  a  median  of  100.  So  those  parameters  can  be  adjusted. 

One-hundred-ninety-eight  institutions  have  values  of  index 
greater  than  100.  Other  properties  of  the  formula,  6.5  points— you 
already  know  this— are  awarded  for  each  sport.  Index  rises  by  13 
points  for  each  1,000  students  below  3,000  enrollment.  The  index 
would  correspondingly  fall  by  13  points  for  each  1,000  students 
above  3,000  enrollment. 

The  way  this  works  and  the  reason  I  think  this  is  flexible  is  that 
rising  enrollments  can  give  you  the  same  value  for  index  if  you  in- 
crease  sports  sponsorship.  The  notion  is  that  small  schools  that 
might  not  be  able  to  sponsor  a  large  number  of  sports  could  still  be 
compatible  with  larger  institutions  that  sponsor  a  larger  number  of 
sports.  If  you  look  and  think  about  those  weights  for  a  moment,  you 
realize  this  last  bullet  point  under  the  properties  of  the  index— that 
1,000  students  equals  two  sports.  Let  me  just  again  reinforce  those 

two  examples.  . 

If  you  have  16  sports  and  2,000  students,  the  value  for  your  index 
is  117.  If  you  have  3,000  students  and  18  sports,  you  still  have  a 
value  of  li7  for  your  index  number.  Now,  for  those  of  you  who  don’t 
like  algebra,  you  would  never  have  to  see  a  formula  like  that.  It 
could  all  be  translated  very  easily  into  a  table,  as  I  have  done  there 
on  the  lower-left  portion  of  the  handout.  Writing  down  the  formula 
helps  me  to  think  about  the  implicit  trade-offs.  I  did  it  that  way  for 
those  who  like  these  kinds  of  approaches.  But  in  the  end,  what  we 
would  have  is  a  table  like  the  one  in  the  lower  left-hand  portion  of 
the  page. 

Enrollment  figures  are  linked  to  sports  sponsorship.  If  enrollment 
rises,  you  would  need  to  sponsor  a  larger  number  of  sports  to  get 
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above  the  cutoff  value,  whatever  that  happens  to  be.  I  just  pulled  a 
bunch  of  names  from  my  data.  I  didn’t  have  anything  in  mind.  I  tried 
to  get  a  little  geographical  diversity.  I  tried  to  get  some  big  schools 
and  small  schools,  some  interesting  examples  for  you  to  see.  You  see 
from  their  enrollment  figures,  the  sports  sponsorship  figures  and  the 
corresponding  index  number  that  our  hypothetical  institution’s  en¬ 
rollments  and  mean  sports  sponsorship  would  have  an  index  very 
close  to  100.  I  won’t  say  anything  else  about  the  other  examples  in 
the  table. 

Again,  let  me  say  the  approach  involves  flexibility.  The  advantage 
of  the  approach  is  flexibility.  I  would  also  like  to  point  out  that  it  is  a 
conceptual  model  at  this  point.  Thank  you  for  listening. 

Mr.  Collins:  Thank  you,  Jeff,  for  that  presentation.  We  have  given 
you  a  lot  of  information.  We  are  willing  to  take  your  questions  at  this 
time. 

John  M.  Schael  (Washington  University,  Missouri):  After  listen¬ 
ing  to  the  comments  of  the  members  of  the  task  force,  when  we  take 
a  look  at  Division  III  we  have  something  that  is  very,  very  special. 
We  could  talk  about  state  and  private.  We  could  talk  about  large  and 
small.  We  could  talk  about  tuition  and  fees  or  those  that  have 
greater  emphasis  or  lesser  emphasis  on  intercollegiate  athletics.  But 
really,  the  bottom  line  is  the  quality  of  the  experience  that  student- 
athletes  get.  That  is  really  what  it  comes  down  to.  I  don’t  think  it  is 
always  a  championship-type  issue.  Another  important  element  is  the 
sense  of  fairness,  that  every  member  in  Division  HI  feels  that  they 
are  being  treated  fairly  and  equitably.  When  we  talk  about  the 
growth  in  Division  III,  it  becomes  uncontrollable.  There  is  no  ques¬ 
tion  about  it.  I  don’t  know  how  you  would  divide  Division  III.  You 
have  a  lot  of  applicants.  There  is  going  to  be  a  lot  of  switching  be¬ 
tween  Division  III  and  maybe  some  Division  I  institutions  will  be  fil¬ 
tering  down  as  well.  We  don’t  know  how  all  this  restructuring  is 
going  to  come  about. 

The  question  is’  ‘'Have  you  given  thought  to  dividing  Division  III?” 
Perhaps  if  new  members  come  into  the  Division  III,  it  is  Division  III- 
A  until  we  finally  figure  out  how  it  is  that  we  want  to  proceed 
through  the  restructuring  process.  I  don’t  know  if  that  makes  any 
sense.  I  am  not  sure  that  a  lot  of  complicated  issues  associated  with 
championships  will  end.  I  don’t  know  if  that  is  possible,  but  could 
you  respond  to  that?  Have  you  given  any  consideration  about  divid¬ 
ing  it  into  a  Division  III-A  for  anybody  new  coming  in?  Or  if  you  take 
a  look  at  it  from  another  point  of  view,  look  at  us  like  a  mutual  fund. 
A  lot  of  different  corporations  are  involved.  At  one  point  you  get  so 
large  that  you  can’t  take  any  more  dollars  into  your  organization.  In 
this  analogy,  you  can’t  take  any  more  new  members.  So  it  is  closed 
for  a  period  of  time  until  such  time  that  you  can  control  what  you  are 
taking  into  the  organization.  Then  you  reopen  it. 

Mr.  Collins:  Yes,  John,  I  think  we  have  probably  thought  about 
all  of  those  things  I  think  initially  most  of  the  effort  of  the  task  force 
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has  been  on  dividing.  We  had  a  couple  of  models  submitted  that 
showed  us  how  to  divide.  We  have  focused  on  those,  but  the  task 
force  itself  has  had  a  subcommittee  headed  by  Larry  Schiner.  We  are 
trying  to  project  how  new  membership  would  flow  into  a  three-part 
or  even  a  two-part  system 

It  has  been  mentioned  that  we  consider  having  a  moratorium  on 
membership  at  least  until  the  restructuring  effort  was 
complete — whenever  that  may  be,  maybe  by  January  of  1996  or  even 
later— so  we  can  get  a  handle  on  what  we  want  to  try  to  do.  We  don’t 
know  if  we  are  going  to  get  150  new  members  or  200  members.  As 
you  approach  some  of  those  numbers,  maybe  you  are  talking  about  a 
new  division.  As  John  has  suggested,  maybe  the  current  ones  stay  in 
Division  III  and  any  new  membership  would  be  a — I  don’t  know-— Di¬ 
vision  IV  or  whatever.  We  haven’t  talked  a  lot  about  that.  But  it  is  an 
issue  that  is  a  difficult  one  at  this  point  because  there  is  so  much  un¬ 
known.  But  we  are  going  to  try  to  think  of  all  these  things. 

John  D.  Galaris  (Salem  State  College):  Dennis,  as  you  know, 
there  is  a  significant  difference  of  opinion  on  whether  restructuring 
is  even  necessary  within  the  championship  structure  of  Division  III. 
Not  to  usurp  the  work  that  Dick  has  done — because  he  is  certainly 
far  more  familiar  than  I  am  with  the  statistical  information— but  as 
we  look  at  the  data,  I  think  we  have  all  concluded  that  there  was  no 
algorithm  that  did  not  disenfranchise  some  portion  of  the  division  if 
we  tried  to  restructure.  I  don’t  know  that  anything  has  changed  in 
that  regard.  r 

The  thing  that  has  always  amazed  me  about  the  NCAA  is  the  dy¬ 
namic  nature  of  the  business  we  are  in  and  the  change  that  we  have 
encountered  over  the  years  and  recently.  I  don’t  think  this  is  any  dif¬ 
ferent. 

I  think  what  we  need  to  look  at  is  not  so  much  restructuring,  but 
how  we  approach  championships  in  general,  starting  with  committee 
structure.  How  are  decisions  made  to  expand  brackets?  This  mem¬ 
bership  has  clearly  said  that  access  to  championships  is  truly  impor¬ 
tant  to  it.  To  achieve  access  in  an  increasing  situation  as  we  are  fac¬ 
ing  today,  you  have  to  increase  the  numbers  of  opportunities 
available.  There  are  some  models  that  we  might  look  at,  but  there  is 
a  real  inflexibility  within  the  NCAA  structure  to  move  in  that  direc¬ 
tion.  I  think  we  heard  earlier  from  the  gymnastics  people  when  they 
said  the  U.S.  Gymnastics  Federation  offered  to  underwrite  the  cham¬ 
pionship  and  that  was  refused.  That  is  the  kind  of  inflexibility  I  am 
talking  about. 

If  we  are  really  going  to  make  changes  within  the  division  and  in 
the  championship  approach  that  we  take,  there  has  got  to  be  a  will¬ 
ingness  to  be  less  inflexible  within  the  structure  itself.  I  am  not  sure 
how  that  is  achieved. 

Mr.  Collins:  Thank  you,  John,  for  those  remarks  I  do  want  to 
clarify  one  thing.  You  mentioned  the  algorithm.  I  assume  you  mean 
Jeffs  presentation  on  the  index.  As  far  as  I  can  see,  that  concept 
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does  not  disenfranchise  any  of  the  present  members.  Everybody  is 
still  involved  in  championships.  As  I  see  it,  it  splits  fairly  evenly.  But 
thank  you  for  those  remarks 

John  S.  Biddiscombe  (Wesleyan  University,  Connecticut):  1  have 
a  couple  of  comments.  They  are  more  observations.  I  am  afraid  they 
are  a  bit  fragmented,  but  I  will  try  to  make  them  brief. 

My  concern  is  that  if  100  or  more  new  members  come  into  Division 
III  and  we  expanded  the  fields  in  championships,  that  they  become 
more  unruly  to  host.  Coming  from  an  institution  that  has  hosted  and 
has  plans  to  host  more  Division  III  championships,  the  size  of  field  is 
important  for  Division  III.  With  our  facilities,  is  it  possible  to  host 
them?  Also,  the  amount  of  missed  class  time  and  the  cost  of  running 
those  championships  increases.  The  problem  I  see  is  that  in  order  to 
really  look  at  this  and  to  provide  equitable  and  meaningful  champi- 
onship  competition,  it  often  has  to  be  done  and  analyzed  by  sport. 

Obviously,  the  factors  involved  in  meaningful  competition  in  the 
sports  of  football  and  basketball  are  very  different  than  they  would 
be  in  the  women’s  lacrosse  championships.  That  leads  to  looking  at 
the  championships  almost  in  terms  of  federating  each  sport,  which  I 
think  the  membership  in  the  past  has  been  reluctant  to  even  consid¬ 
er.  So  that  makes  the  issue  even  more  complex. 

Finally,  my  last  comment  has  to  go  back  to  the  whole  governance 
structure  for  Division  III.  One  of  the  things  I  am  concerned  about  is 
that  we  might  consider  adopting  the  model  as  proposed  by  Division  I 
where,  in  fact,  the  presidents  council  or  the  board  of  directors  is  very 
separated  from  the  management  council,  which  would  be  the  athletic 
administrators  and  faculty  representatives.  I  urge  that  the  task  force 
move  away  from  that  and  really  consider  a  joint  policy  board  because 
I  think  that  Division  I  is  concerned  with  eligibility  issues  and  fi¬ 
nances.  We  are  really  concerned  in  Division  III  about  programs  and 
so  forth.  Therefore,  we  need  presidents  and  athletics  administrators 
to  work  together  to  develop  the  programs  and  not  separate  them  on 
that  issue. 

Laurie  Priest  (Mount  Holyoke  College):  How  much  power  and  in¬ 
fluence  do  we  have  in  Division  III?  While  I  think  national  champi¬ 
onships  are  an  important  issue  and  that  this  discussion  is  good,  we 
are  putting  the  cart  before  the  horse.  It  is  my  understanding  that  we 
will  come  to  the  Convention  next  year  and  there  will  be  proposals  on 
the  floor.  What  if  we  support  a  proposal  that  does  not  give  a  federat¬ 
ed  approach  for  all  three  divisions?  What  have  we  heard?  We  have 
heard  that  the  big  guys  will  take  their  programs  and  money  and 
leave  the  NCAA.  That  is  what  I  heard. 

Is  this  true?  Is  this  real?  What  does  that  mean  for  us?  If  we  be¬ 
lieve  philosophically  that  this  is  a  higher  education  organization  and 
we  should  not  be  separated  based  on  size  or  division,  then  there  are 
other  bigger  issues  that  we  need  to  talk  about.  The  information  that 
I  need  is  what  financial  impact  does  that  have  for  us  if  the  larger  fel¬ 
lows  decide  to  leave?  What  options  does  that  leave  us  overall?  If  we 
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all  come  together  and  we  have  the  largest  numbers  in  Division  III 
and  possibly  even  join  our  Division  II  colleagues,  what  kind  of  power 
and  influence  do  we  have  and  how  can  we  work  more  to  understand 
that  and  the  overall  issues  more  clearly? 

That  is  what  1  would  like  to  focus  on.  Maybe  I  am  in  the  dark  with 
this,  but  I  would  just  like  some  help  with  that. 

Mr.  Collins:  I  am  going  to  try  to  remember  all  the  discussion.  Let 
me  think  of  the  one  I  want  to  tackle. 

One  of  your  questions  was  about  process.  As  of  our  meeting  two 
days  ago  with  the  task  force,  I  think  what  is  essentially  going  to  hap¬ 
pen  is  that  the  oversight  committee  will  take  all  the  proposals  from 
the  three  task  forces.  Everybody  will  put  in  their  nickel.  Then  I  think 
it  will  be  presented  as  a  package  from  the  oversight  committee  or  the 
Joint  Policy  Board.  I  am  speculating  here.  But  at  that  point,  it  goes 
to  the  Convention.  Then  there  is  a  tremendous  amount  of  constitu¬ 
tional  changes. 

That  type  of  a  package  needs  a  two-thirds  vote  of  the  entire  mem¬ 
bership.  So  when  you  are  talking  about  how  can  we  help  control 
things,  at  this  point  in  the  current  process,  we  have  the  most  votes. 
So  we  can  control  some  of  the  outcome  in  that  regard.  Many  of  the 
things  you  said  I  think  the  task  force  believes  m.  Ultimately,  we 
don’t  want  to  see  a  completely  federated  organization.  We  want  to 
fight  to  maintain  a  sense  of  closeness.  We  want  to  see  if  we  can  ac¬ 
commodate  what  Division  I  needs  right  now,  but  I  think  essentially 
we  agree  with  some  of  those  remarks  you  made. 

Edward  G.  Coll  (Alfred  University):  How  real  is  the  threat  of  Di¬ 
vision  I-A  pulling  out  of  the  NCAA?  I  don’t  know.  I  hear  comments 
and  rumors  about  that,  just  as  all  of  you  do. 

I  know  there  is  a  large  gap  in  the  decision-making  process  be¬ 
tween  an  athletics  director  stating  his  institution  is  going  to  pull  out 
and  the  conference  commissioner  stating  his  conference  is  going  to 
pull  out  and  start  an  independent  organization  than  the  actual  fact. 
Having  spent  20  years  at  a  major  Southern  university  that  is  a  pri¬ 
vate  Division  I-A  school,  I  would  think  that  the  governing  board 
would  be  very,  very  hard-pressed  to  sit  down  with  the  athletics  direc¬ 
tor  and  say:  “Yes,  go  ahead  and  leave  the  NCAA  and  form  your  own 
division.  We  trust  you  ”  I  really  don’t  pay  much  attention  to  that.  I 
am  not  sure  we  should  in  our  deliberations.  If  they  want  to  try  that,  I 
think  that  not  only  do  they  face  the  possible  wrath  of  the  governing 
board,  but  I  think  the  faculty  on  their  campuses  is  going  to  have 
much  to  say  about  which  way  the  athletics  program  on  that  campus 
goes. 

So  I  don’t  think  that  is  a  very  cut-and-dried  alternative  for  Divi¬ 
sion  I-A  schools,  even  though  they  tend  to  use  it.  I  don’t  know  that 
we  should  really  pay  an  awful  lot  of  attention  to  it  as  a  part  of  our 
decision-making  process.  It  is  not  specific,  but  I  hope  it  helps. 

Judith  M.  Sweet  (University  of  California,  San  Diego):  If  I  may 
add  to  that,  this  isn’t  the  first  time  that  we  have  heard  that.  They 
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are  still  with  us,  but  1  think  it  would  be  especially  helpful  to  the  task 
force  to  hear  from  all  of  you  while  we  are  together.  What  do  you  see 

as  the  priorities  as  we  move  forward?  .  .  , 

Obviously,  there  are  going  to  be  changes.  What  is  acceptable  and 
what  is  not  acceptable?  What  are  the  things  that  you  would  like  to 
see  preserved  for  Division  III?  What  compromises  can  be  made;' 

What  are  your  priorities?  ,  . 

Walter  J.  Johnson  (North  Central  College):  I  remember  being  at 
a  dinner  after  a  wedding  several  weeks  ago.  I  got  into  a  conversation 
with  the  gentleman  sitting  next  to  me  about  athletics  He  realized  1 
was  an  athletics  director  and  had  a  lot  of  comments  about  the  nega¬ 
tives  involved  in  athletics  and  scholarship  abuses,  et  cetera.  I  started 
to  explain  to  him  that  we  are  part  of  Division  III.  We  don  t  offer  ath¬ 
letics  scholarships,  et  cetera.  The  emphasis  is  on  education.  He  was 
amazed.  He  was  shocked.  He  never  heard  of  such  a  thing.  More  and 
more,  I  realize  that  the  general  public  doesn't  understand  that  there 
is  a  Division  III  that  operates  this  way.  We  are  connected  to  Division 
I  and  Division  II  via  the  fact  that  we  offer  athletics  programs 
whether  we  want  to  be  or  not.  The  general  public  is  always  going  to 
assume  that  if  you  are  involved  in  athletics  at  the  college  level,  then 
you  offer  scholarships  and  there  are  the  same  kinds  of  abuses,  et 
cetera  that  go  on  at  every  level  They  don't  understand  the  differ¬ 
ences  in  levels.  So  whatever  happens  in  the  restructuring  process  I 
think  we  need  to  keep  that  connection  with  those  institutions  that 
are  Division  I  and  Division  II  so  that  we  continue  to  get  the  word  out 

that  there  is  a  different  way  to  operate.  ,  . 

If  we  pull  away  or  if  they  pull  away  and  we  wind  up  by  ourselves, 
people  are  still  going  to  perceive  us  as  being  a  part  of  what  they  see 
as  the  overall  problem  in  college  athletics.  I  dont  know  if  there  is  a 
way  around  that.  So  the  more  we  can  do  to  really  keep  Division  I  and 
Division  II  on  course,  the  better  it  is  going  to  make  us  look.  If  we 
don't  stick  with  them  to  keep  them  on  course,  we  are  going  to  look 
bad  because  the  public  assumes  we  are  the  same  thing.  They  just  do. 
We  get  tied  up  in  our  own  institutions  and  our  own  areas  and  we 
don’t  realize  that  the  general  perception  is  not  what  we  might  think 
it  is.  After  making  that  general  comment,  I  have  got  a  couple  of  ques- 


Has  there  been  any  discussion  on  athletics  funding  and  resources 
per  institution  and  how  that  plays  a  role  in  any  subdivision  of  Divi¬ 
sion  III  or  are  we  dealing  with  the  assumption  that  institutions  that 
are  private  and  public  and  sports  sponsorship  per  institution  sug¬ 
gests  an  advantage  or  disadvantage?  Have  athletics  budgets  been  a 
part  of  any  conversation  with  regards  to  subdividing  in  Division  III. 
I  think  size— and  this  was  after  having  some  conversations  with 
some  state  institution  athletics  directors-doesn’t  always  make  the 
difference  in  terms  of  the  resources  that  are  available  So  I  am  won¬ 
dering  if  that  has  been  a  part  of  the  conversation.  . 

Second,  regarding  committee  restructuring  and  access  to  national 
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championships,  what  has  been  the  conversation  about  governance  m 
Division  III9  Has  the  committee  talked  much  about  restructuring 
committees  within  Division  III  so  that  different  athletics  administra¬ 
tors  from  different  institutions  can  have  a  voice  on  those  committees 
so  that  we  can  see  different  institutions  participating  or  getting  a 
chance  to  participate  in  the  championship  routes? 

Mr  Bridges:  1  will  try  to  respond  to  those  on  behall  ol  the  com¬ 
mittee.  First  of  all,  we  have  not  assigned  any  relative  importance  to 
which  division  you  end  up  in  or  various  criteria  by  which  we  might 
divide  the  Association.  We  consider  every  member  of  this  division  to 
be  important,  regardless  of  your  size  or  annual  budget  or  tuition  or 
anything  like  that.  At  this  point,  we  are  simply  working  with  con¬ 
cepts  There  has  been  no  concern  about  trying  to  differentiate  I  can 
refer  to  Jeff’s  scale  and  some  of  the  examples  he  used  about  whether 
you  fall  above  or  below  the  mean,  we  are  not  assigning  a  value  judg¬ 
ment  to  that.  We  are  just  saying  that  these  are  more  similar  institu¬ 
tions.  The  ones  that  fall  above  the  mean  would  be  a  logical  grouping. 
Those  that  fall  below  the  mean  would  be  another  logical  grouping. 
But  in  terms  of  what  kind  of  championships  we  provide  for  those  in¬ 
stitutions  and  how  we  view  those  institutions,  there  has  been  abso- 
lutely  no  value  judgment.  Wc  are  assuming  that  all  institutions  or 
both  divisions  or  whatever  would  be  treated  equally  underneath  that 

scenario.  .  ,  ,  . . 

As  for  your  concern  about  what  the  various  budgets  are  relative  to 

restructuring  and  if  there  are  criteria  we  have  considered  we 
haven’t  put  any  ideas  forward.  We  are  very  reluctant  to  get  into  that 
kind  of  detail  at  this  point.  We  are  just  working  with  concepts  at  this 
point.  If  we  hear  from  the  membership  that  those  kind  of  considera¬ 
tions  are  important,  we  can  certainly  propose  models  that  would  in¬ 
clude  some  of  that  But  at  this  point,  we  have  identified  four  major 
areas  that  we  have  heard  are  important.  We  want  your  input  on 

thJenepher  P.  Shillingford  (Bryn  Mawr  College):  On  the  whole 
idea  of  what  the  priorities  of  this  division  are,  I  think  that  is  impor¬ 
tant  to  us.  The  reason  we  haven’t  gave  you  a  number  of  different 
structures  is  that  we  need  to  know  from  you  exactly  what  your  feel¬ 
ings  are.  This  is  enormously  complex.  I  can’t  tell  you  how  complex  it 
is  Just  from  what  you  have  heard  this  morning,  I  know  you  realize 
that.  But  we  are  sensitive  to  the  degree  of  federation  that  this  group 
may  want.  We  need  to  pin  that  down. 

We  are  also  sensitive  to  your  concern  for  change,  which  is  never 
comfortable,  and  how  much  change  you  want.  There  are  concerns  to 
be  addressed,  and  there  are  some  concrete  things  that  have  hap¬ 
pened  Division  I  is  suggesting  certain  actions.  While  I  dont  especial¬ 
ly  want  to  react  to  those  only,  I  think  we  have  to  look  at  them.  We 
also  have  to  look  at  an  increase  in  membership  and  we  need  to  estab- 

hsh  priorities.  ^  .  .  n  .r  

Let  me  give  you  a  very  specific  idea.  If  Division  1  walks,  u  they 
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take  their  money  and  they  go  and  here  we  are,  we  are  still  the 
largest  group.  But  we  don’t  have  a  billion  dollar  contract.  We  may 
have  some  contracts,  but  not  a  billion  dollars.  Is  the  membership 
willing  to  finance  some  of  their  own  championships?  Those  are  the 
questions  that  we  have  to  look  at.  That  is  a  very  specific  example, 
but  I  think  that  is  what  Judy  was  asking.  I  would  like  to  see  us  talk 
about  that  a  little  bit. 

Richard  Rasmussen:  (University  Athletic  Association):  In  taking 
a  look  at  the  profile  of  the  Division  III  membership  with  things  like 
indexes  and  so  on,  there  are  a  number  of  things  that  really  concern 
me 

The  first  of  these  goes  back  to  some  of  the  remarks  that  President 
Whalen  made  earlier.  You  can’t  look  at  this  sort  of  information  with' 
out  putting  it  in  the  context  that  we  are  educational  institutions.  We 
come  together  as  members  of  Division  III  because  we  subscribe  to 
some  core  values  about  intercollegiate  athletics.  We  come  together  as 
conferences  because  we  have  groups  of  institutions  of  similar  athlet¬ 
ics  philosophies  and  similar  ways  of  conducting  programs  and  so  on. 
We  can’t  let  statistical  breakdowns  and  categories  divide  us  in  a 
fashion  that  very  quickly  becomes  arbitrary,  because  the  statistics, 
the  numbers,  the  demographics  don’t  tell  the  whole  story  about  insti¬ 
tutions.  We  move  away  from  that  whole  concept  of  how  we  come  to¬ 
gether  and  how  we  organize  ourselves.  I  think  we  have  got  to  look 
very  carefully  at  that,  because  I  don’t  think  that  is  a  wise  thing  to  do. 

In  addition,  when  we  are  trying  to  subdivide  the  division,  what  is 
going  to  happen  is  at  most  you  end  up  with  two  subdivisions.  In  real¬ 
ity,  if  you  are  looking  at  the  difference  between  having  a  pool  of  200 
schools  in  one  subdivision  versus  400,  that  is  just  improving  your 
chances  by  a  factor  of  two.  What  difference  does  that  really  make?  It 
doesn't  make  a  whole  lot  of  difference.  We  have  got  differences  like 
that  even  within  the  sports  sponsorship  from  sport  to  sport  that  we 
have  right  now. 

What  really  makes  a  difference,  picking  up  on  what  John  Gaiaris 
said  earlier,  is  making  sure  that  we  have  sports  committees  that  are 
responsive  to  the  membership,  that  are  accountable  to  the  member¬ 
ship,  that  when  institutions  have  athletics  teams  that  are  truly  de¬ 
serving  of  an  opportunity  to  go  some  place,  that  our  fields  are  sized 
properly  and  that  our  athletes  are  being  given  the  opportunities  they 
deserve.  I  hope  that  we  will  spend  our  time  focusing  really  in  that  di¬ 
rection  rather  than  getting  caught  up  in  some  other  things  that  real¬ 
ly  don’t  reflect  what  we  are  about  as  institutions  and  as  a  group. 

Louise  O’Neal  (Wellesley  College):  I  would  like  to  put  greater  em¬ 
phasis  on  the  governance  issue  and  not  on  the  championship  struc¬ 
ture.  I  would  like  to  add  some  of  my  own  personal  priorities  to  the 
ones  that  you  mentioned  earlier,  such  as  continuing  services,  catas¬ 
trophic  insurance  and  so  forth. 

To  me,  it  is  unacceptable  to  be  part  of  an  organization  in  which  Di¬ 
vision  I  controls  the  executive  director,  the  national  office  and  does 
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not  allow  institutional  vote.  So  I  would  like  to  place  greater  empha¬ 
sis  on  our  resolving  the  governance  issue.  It  will  eventually  deter¬ 
mine  to  some  degree  our  championships  or  what  our  options  are  for 
championships.  Those  are  three  that  I  thought  should  be  added  to 
those  three  that  you  already  mentioned  earlier. 

Donald  Harnum  (Susquehanna  University):  When  my  coaches 
come  to  me  to  try  to  discuss  a  level  playing  field,  which  is  what  we 
are  all  interested  in,  they  ask  two  questions.  How  much  money  does 
such  and  such  an  institution  spend  on  their  program?  That  is  the 
budget  issue  that  Walter  Johnson  raised.  No.  2,  he  raises  the  aca¬ 
demic  issue.  They  can  get  players  in  that  we  can’t  get  in.  Those  seem 
to  be  two  very  important  issues  to  all  of  us  in  trying  to  form  confer¬ 
ences.  I  think  they  are  very  difficult  issues  to  cut  apart  and  legislate. 
What  would  this  entire  process  look  like  if  we  gave  up  on  the  notion 
of  having  national  championships? 

Carol  C.  Harter  (State  University  College  at  Geneseo)'  I  would 
first  like  to  reiterate  what  several  of  my  colleague  presidents  said. 

Mr.  Johnson  and  a  few  others  have  said  how  important  it  is  for  us 
not  to  allow  the  money  of  Division  I-A  to  drive  all  of  the  decisions 
about  governance  When  we  finally  get  down  to  why  they  have  the 
power  they  do,  the  answer  is  money,  money,  money.  Now,  we  benefit 
from  that  money.  We  know  that,  but  we  cannot  allow  it  to  drive  us. 
Division  III  is  the  conscience  of  the  NCAA. 

There  is  no  question  in  my  mind  listening  to  this  group,  new 
though  I  am  on  the  Presidents  Commission,  that  Division  III  is  the 
conscience.  Division  II  can  be  persuaded  to  join  us  often.  Not  always, 
often  My  experience  for  the  first  year  on  the  Presidents  Commission 
has  been  that  controversial  issues  affect  all  of  us,  including  Division 
I  eligibility.  I  have  to  reiterate  what  Mr.  Johnson  said  about  college 
athletics.  To  the  world  outside  of  higher  education,  it  is  one  field  of 
college  athletics.  They  do  not  know  the  difference  between  Division  I 
and  Division  III  The  abuses  or  the  eligibility  issues  in  Division  I  af¬ 
fect  us  greatly.  What  1  have  discovered  on  the  Presidents  Commis¬ 
sion  is  we  can  affect  issues,  including  eligibility,  by  pressing  the  good 
conscience  that  comes  out  of  Division  III. 

We  can’t  give  that  up.  We  need  not  give  the  field  to  Division  I  on 
who  controls  the  executive  director,  who  controls  all  the  budgets, 
who  controls  the  championship  structure.  We  should  not  give  into 
that.  Please  let  us  not  do  that.  Do  everything  we  can  to  exert  the 
power  of  our  numbers— we  don’t  have  money,  but  we  have  num¬ 
bers — to  continue  to  keep  that  discussion  honest  and  to  be  part  of  a 
real  association.  If  we  become  so  federated  that  we  are  three  organi¬ 
zations  tied  together  by  some  fancy  rhetoric  that  any  academician 
can  create,  we  will  not  be  the  NCAA.  That  is  No.  1. 

On  the  issue  of  how  Division  III  ought  to  restructure,  we  ought  to 
carefully  consider  whether  we  want  to  restructure  at  all.  We  should 
absolutely  get  out  of  the  rhetoric  of  public-private  problem  as  one  of 
the  ways  to  distinguish  among  us.  I  think  that  would  also  produce  a 
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kind  of  divisiveness  within  Division  III  that  we  have  never  seen  in 
the  NCAA.  That  is,  there  is  no  distinction  between  public  and  pri¬ 
vate  m  any  of  the  divisions.  To  introduce  one  would  reinforce  some 
divisiveness  between  public  and  private  institutions  that  is  not  nec¬ 
essary. 

What  we  have  in  Division  III  is  a  commonality  of  values.  We  may 
have  different  sizes,  we  may  have  different  numbers  of  sports,  but 
we  have  certain  educational  and  athletics  values  that  we  share  re¬ 
gardless  of  our  public  or  private  status  We  should  not  introduce  that 
as  one  of  the  elements  that  divides  the  division. 

Connee  Zotos  (Drew  University):  I  would  like  to  talk  about  what 
Judy  asked.  How  much  change  are  we  willing  to  make?  Right  now,  I 
am  willing  to  make  zero.  I  say  that  because  I  really  feel  like  I  am  re¬ 
sponding  on  very  limited  information. 

This  is  all  I  know.  Division  I  tells  me  that  they  need  more  power. 
They  need  more  power  in  operating,  they  need  more  power  over  the 
finances  of  the  organization.  But  as  usual,  we  have  not  asked  them 
to  provide  enough  rationale.  I  don’t  know  why  they  need  more  power. 
1  don’t  know  how  they  are  underprivileged  in  the  current  structure.  I 
have  no  idea  what  their  concerns  are.  I  liken  it  to  my  feelings  about 
gender  equity.  Everyone  wants  concessions  for  football  rosters.  I  still 
don’t  have  any  information  on  why  you  need  150  players  on  a  foot¬ 
ball  roster.  Therefore,  I  will  not  bend  on  the  gender-equity  issue  at 
all  because  I  don’t  understand  the  facts.  I  will  not  bend  on  giving  Di¬ 
vision  I  one  iota  more  of  power  until  they  articulate  to  me  why  they 
can’t  work  under  the  current  structure.  Because  they  need  more 
power  isn’t  enough  for  me.  Because  they  need  more  control  of  fi¬ 
nances  isn’t  enough.  I  want  to  know  why  they  are  hurting.  Until  I 
know  that  completely,  until  I  have  some  real  practical  examples,  for¬ 
get  it.  No  change,  as  far  as  1  am  concerned. 

Mike  McCready  (Upper  Iowa  University):  Our  belief  is  that  the 
NCAA  exists  for  two  primary  reasons.  One  is  to  provide  for  fair  com¬ 
petition,  the  level  playing  field  that  we  hear  about.  The  second  rea¬ 
son  is  to  join  together  in  a  national  organization  to  provide  for  na¬ 
tional  championships.  How  far  is  our  institution  willing  to  go  to 
maintain  the  national  championships  structure  that  we  have?  Sever¬ 
al  years  ago  m  the  sport  of  wrestling,  we  paid  almost  all  expenses  for 
our  athletes  to  compete  in  the  national  championships.  We  are  will¬ 
ing  to  do  that  again.  If  Division  I  wants  to  leave,  let  them  leave.  We 
are  willing  to  do  that. 

In  our  sport,  the  national  championship  is  as  important  to  it  as 
this  national  Convention  is  to  this  group.  It  is  the  one  time  of  the 
year  that  we  all  get  to  visit  with  each  other  from  across  the  nation. 
My  concern  is  when  you  start  talking  about  splitting  the  division. 
There  are  110  schools  currently  that  sponsor  wrestling  according  to 
your  statistics.  If  you  split  the  division  on  other  matters  and  there 
are  only  39  schools  that  sponsor  wrestling,  where  are  those  39 
schools  going  to  go  to  be  in  a  championship?  What  are  some  of  these 
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other  sports  that  are  sponsored  by  less  than  100  schools  going  to  do 
when  you  start  splitting  the  division?  Where  are  those  schools  going 
to  go?  To  us,  it  seems  that  you  are  back  to  an  issue  of  dividing  the  di¬ 
vision  by  sport.  I  agree  with  the  speaker  this  morning  who  said  it  is 
better  to  keep  the  division  together  with  what  we  know  right  now. 

I  see  no  reason  why  public  schools  and  private  schools  cannot  com¬ 
pete  on  a  fair  playing  field  in  all  the  sports. 

Gordon  A.  Haaiand  (Gettysburg  College):  Let  me  just  add  to 
what  my  colleague,  John  DiBiaggio,  said  earlier.  We  are  in  danger  of 
having  the  worst  of  both  worlds.  We  get  swept  up  with  this  issue  of 
athletics.  I  do  believe  that  we  are  thought  to  offer  scholarships,  even 
though  we  don’t.  It  is  the  same  issue  with  academics.  People  think 
we  teach  all  of  our  courses  with  graduate  assistants  who  are  m  large 
classes.  This  perception  is  out  there  If  we  are  to  have  that  percep¬ 
tion,  we  ought  to  control  much  more  of  the  agenda  of  the  NCAA. 

So  I  would  only  caution  the  board  that  we  should  not  compromise 
to  the  point  that  we  lose  our  ability  to  influence  the  issues  that  are  of 
concern  to  us.  I  think  there  are  two.  One  is  this  scholarship  issue, 
the  lack  of  grant-in-aids.  With  that  goes  another  we  haven’t  talked 
about — participation.  We  tend  to  measure  participation  through  the 
number  of  different  teams  that  we  field.  But  almost  all  of  us  in  this 
division  put  a  very  strong  emphasis  on  participation  as  part  of  cam¬ 
pus  life.  Whatever  we  do  in  factoring  our  response  to  the  overall 
NCAA  and  within  our  division,  we  ought  to  remember  that  part  of 
our  goal  is  to  provide  that  opportunity  for  these  young  men  and 
women  to  participate. 

If  you  look  at  our  statistics  compared  to  Division  I,  I  think  you  will 
find  an  astounding  difference  and  a  very  important  philosophical  dif¬ 
ference.  As  we  consider  moving  ahead,  we  would  certainly  be  losing 
something  if  we  didn’t  keep  that  issue  in  front  of  our  whole  organiza¬ 
tion. 

Chuck  Gordon  (Emory  University):  We  are  in  a  fight.  We  need  to 
fight  hard  to  stay  together  We  need  to  find  some  commonality  with 
Division  II,  with  the  folks  in  I-A  who  are  going  to  get  thrown  out.  We 
need  to  fight  to  keep  the  NCAA  together.  We  need  to  stop  letting  Di¬ 
vision  I  institutions  take  the  extra  money.  We  need  to  build  a  war 
chest.  We  need  to  play  the  political  game  to  the  maximum.  We  need 
to  involve  presidents  who  aren’t  here  from  many  institutions.  We 
need  to  play  all  our  cards.  They  are  playing  the  money  card.  We  need 
to  play  the  rest  of  our  cards.  I  think  there  is  much  to  be  said  to  keep 
the  organization  together.  We  have  the  votes.  The  NCAA  has  the 
television  contract,  not  the  CFA.  The  CFA  screwed  up  the  NCAA 
football  contract.  You  know,  we  have  some  assets  at  the  NCAA  that 
continually  are  being  drained  off  by  Division  I-A  in  the  form  of  sup¬ 
plemental  grants.  I  mean,  stop  it.  We  need  to  pull  together  the  politi¬ 
cal  action  we  can  to  keep  ourselves  together  It  is  not  unlike  a  corpo¬ 
rate  raider  situation.  You  know,  we  need  to  have  a  poison  pill  and  a 
painful  one. 
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John  H,  Harvey  (Carnegie  Mellon  University):  I  really  appreci¬ 
ate  many  of  the  comments  that  were  made  here  today.  They  are  real¬ 
ly  helpful  to  us,  because,  as  Chuck  said,  we  realized  just  in  the  last 
two  or  three  months  since  we  have  been  meeting  that  we  are  all  of  a 

sudden  in  a  real  struggle.  .  , 

The  competitiveness,  the  difficulties  that  we  are  facing  weren  t  ap¬ 
parent  to  us  or  at  least  to  me  m  the  first  meeting  or  two  that  we  had, 
but  now  there  has  been  a  polarization  on  issues.  Division  1  has  come 
out  very  quickly,  with  a  full-blown  proposal  that,  as  1  see  it  was  shot 
from  the  hip  too  quickly.  The  moral  support  and  the  social  support 
that  I  hear  in  the  comments  from  Presidents  DiBiaggio  and  Jim 
Whalen  and  others,  and  Judy  Sweeps  own  very  well-measured  com¬ 
ments,  I  think  have  given  us  support  to  hold  this  morally  high 
ground  that  we  have  and  to  retain  the  modifying  and  socializing  in¬ 
fluence  that  we  have  over  Division  I. 

Division  1  could  well  be  in  a  good  position  to  have  us  stick  with 
them.  Let’s  put  it  the  other  way,  have  them  stick  with  us.  We  can 
bring  a  lot  to  that  group.  We  can  bring  a  lot  of  modification  to  some 
very  widely  blown  positions  that  they  sometimes  have.  They  can  ben¬ 
efit  from  us.  We  need  to  continue  our  education  of  Division  I. 

Robert  E.  Williams  (Swarthmore  College):  It  seems  as  though  we 
have  a  very  strong  possibility  of  holding  on  to  the  quality  of  our  na¬ 
tional  championships,  the  catastrophic  insurance  program  and  the 
services  of  the  NCAA  national  office.  The  Presidents  Commission 
this  morning  alluded  to  the  fact  that  there  may  be  some  additional 
concessions  in  terms  of  asking  for  a  greater  program  for  women  s 
sports.  There  is  also  a  great  need  and  great  concern  for  some  funding 
for  minority  professional  development. 

I  would  also  ask  the  membership  to  consider  other  kinds  of  bene¬ 
fits.  I  sort  of  hate  to  use  the  word  negotiate,  but  it  is  going  to  be  a 
long  path  on  negotiations.  We  ought  to  make  sure  we  get  everything 

else  that  we  possibly  can.  r  ,  ..  .  o 

Linda  S.  Moulton  (Clark  University,  Massachusetts):  I  feel  it  is  a 
misperception  to  realistically  think  that  we  can  legislate  a  level  play¬ 
ing  field.  One  of  the  beauties  of  our  membership  has  been  the  ability 
to  bring  together  a  large  group  of  very  diverse  institutions  who  may 
have  some  differences-all  of  which  have  been  addressed  by  the  task 

forCe _ but  still  we  have  some  common  principles  and  values  that  are 

important  to  us  in  our  dealings  with  young  men  and  women. 

My  second  concern  is  that,  clearly,  national  championships  or 
championships  in  general  have  become  the  driving  force  behind  deci¬ 
sions.  I  would  hate  to  see  us  fall  into  the  same  path,  where  our  value 
structure  has  been  changed  because  the  national  championship  has 
become  such  an  important  part  of  what  we  see  at  the  end  of  the  rain- 

b° I  really  hope  that  this  afternoon  when  we  are  together  with  our 
Divisions  I  and  II  colleagues  that  we  are  able  to  make  a  public  state¬ 
ment  that  reflects  many  of  the  comments  that  have  been  made  today, 


228 


1995  Convention  Proceedings 


particularly  by  the  presidents.  We  need  to  state  in  front  of  those  peo¬ 
ple  those  things  that  we  feel  are  important  to  us.  To  me,  the  champi¬ 
onship  structure  is  secondary  to  the  fact  that  we  maintain  an  Associ¬ 
ation  that  really  includes  Division  III  and  that  reflects  the  values 
that  are  so  important  to  so  many  of  us. 

Sherry  Calvert  (Whittier  College):  Many  outstanding  comments 
have  been  made,  but  I  do  have  an  observation 

I  think  it  is  unfortunate  to  look  to  the  media  tables  to  the  right  of 
the  dais  and  to  my  left  and  find  them  empty,  without  representation. 
The  media  would  give  us  the  opportunity  to  educate  the  public  in  a 
better  way.  It  perhaps  would  behoove  us  in  the  future  to  lobby  the 
media  and  ask  that  at  least  one  representative  be  here.  Perhaps  it 
would  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the  task  force  as  well  to  seek  out 
members  of  the  media  and  express  what  needs  to  be  said  about  Divi¬ 
sion  III  and  much  of  what  has  been  said  here. 

Kenneth  J.  Weller  (Central  College,  Iowa):  One  of  the  questions 
that  we  faced  before  this  session  was  about  the  degree  of  acquies¬ 
cence  that  was  embodied  in  our  group.  It  has  become  eminently  clear 
that  we  have  pragmatic  and  philosophic  reasons  for  resisting  the 
current  trend. 

My  concern  is  very  practical.  These  movements  are  well  upon  us 
and  have  gained  a  great  deal  of  momentum.  The  only  process  that  I 
see  in  this  situation  is  that  the  oversight  committee  will  work  with 
these  proposals  from  the  three  divisions  after  they  are  completed.  I 
believe  that  Division  III  should  request  that  a  process  be  initiated  for 
an  oversight  committee  to  be  working  positively  with  what  is  devel¬ 
oping  in  the  three  separate  divisions  now  when  these  issues  are  real 
and  still  malleable  rather  than  to  wait  until  the  end  and  confront  a 
pure  power  confrontation.  I  would  suggest  that  we  propose  that  that 
oversight  committee  begin  action  that  somehow  we  begin  to  make 
known  in  a  workable  way — where  we  are  and  how  this  might  be 
done.  1  would  hate  to  have  it  become  a  knock-down,  drag-out  that  it 
is  either  “in  or  out”  or  anything  of  that  sort.  I  would  urge  our  com¬ 
mittee  to  do  that. 

Mr,  Bridges:  Just  to  clarify  that,  the  Council  in  its  pre-Conven- 
tion  meeting  did  identify  the  same  concerns  that  Ken  just  raised.  Al¬ 
though  the  oversight  committee  has  been  formed,  it  has  not  had  face- 
to-face  meetings  as  of  yet.  We  have  had  a  couple  of  telephone 
conferences  basically  just  to  check  in  on  the  progress  of  the  other  di¬ 
visions.  But  the  Council  did  overwhelmingly  support  the  idea  of  get¬ 
ting  that  oversight  committee  going  now  and  not  waiting  until  the 
end,  just  as  Ken  suggested. 

As  the  process  becomes  clouded,  as  the  sides  become  dug  in  on 
their  various  issues,  it  is  quite  obvious  we  need  to  get  to  the  bargain¬ 
ing  table.  1  use  that  word  not  m  reference  to  financial  bargaining.  I 
mean  bargaining  for  all  facets  of  what  we  are  talking  about 
here— bargaining  on  our  philosophy,  bargaining  for  an  Association 
that  we  fee)  that  we  are  an  active  part  of  and  have  a  vested  interest 
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in  But  we  need  to  get  to  the  table  right  now.  The  Council  did  ac¬ 
knowledge  that  and  did  vote  that  in.  You  will  be  seeing  that  coming 

UPM^ySweet:yi  would  like  to  ask  that  everyone  make  sure  that  they 
complete  the  survey  that  is  attached  to  the  supplements  that  you  re¬ 
ceived.  It  is  extremely  important  to  the  task  force  to  gather  that  spe 

cific  information  from  you.  ,  .  „ 

In  conjunction  with  that,  I  appreciate  the  recognition  that  before 
we  start  talking  about  championships,  let’s  talk  about  governance 
while  we  are  together,  rather  than  the  task  force  making  any  as¬ 
sumptions.  I  think  that  you  made  it  clear  that  there  . s  not  much  . m 
terest  in  making  change.  If,  in  fact,  that  is  the  case,  1  think  it  would 
be  helpful  to  confirm  that  you  are  interested  in  maintaining  one  vote 

ner  institution  if,  in  fact,  that  is  your  desire.  .  . 

Secondly,  I  would  just  like  to  pose  the  question,  since  the  divisions 
already  vote  separately  on  federated  issues,  if  Division  I  felt  that  it 
was  important  to  their  process  to  have  a  representative  governmen 
to  deal  with  the  federated  issues,  would  there  be  any  opposition  to 
allowing  them  to  employ  that  process  on  issues  that  do  not  pertain  to 

Division  II  or  Division  III?  T  ,  , 

John  H.  Harvey  (Carnegie  Mellon  University):  I  want  to  back  up 
what  Judy  says.  We  do  need  this  information.  I  also  would  hope, 
Dan  perhaps  you  would  comment  a  little  bit  more,  as  we  mentioned 
yesterday,  about  the  continuing  steps  for  our  communication  with 

the  whole  division.  ,  ,  .j;n „ 

I  sense  from  what  Laurie  Priest  mentioned  that  she  has  a  feeling, 
as  we  all  do,  that  the  train  is  rolling  What  are  we  going  to  do  m  the 
next  few  weeks  and  the  next  month  rather  than  waiting  for  certain 

results  to  happen  and  then  react.  .  ,  f 

We  discussed  this  yesterday  in  the  task  force  meeting  and  are  for- 
mulating  ways  in  which  we  can  in  the  immediate  future  not  only 
have  the  activity  and  the  modifying  work  of  the  oversight  committee 
but  also  keep  all  Division  III  informed  about  what  is  going  on  and 

have  you  further  inform  us. 

Mr  Bridges:  This  task  force  will  be  actively  working  with  the 
other 'task  forces  and  with  the  staff  in  the  next  few  weeks  to  develop 
a  sense  of  the  various  divisional  business  sessions  and  their  concerns 
expressed.  We  will  also  be  passing  along  what  we  have  heard  this 
morning.  Our  next  meeting  of  this  task  force  is  scheduled  for  Febru¬ 
ary  6  and  7  At  that  time  we  will  be  discussing  the  feedback.  We  will 
have  heard  from  staff.  We  will  have  heard  reactions  from  Divisions  I 
and  II  to  various  discussions  that  they  have  had.  By  that  time,  we 
will  also  have  compiled  the  data  that  you  are  going  to  provide  us 

^sTme  of  the  questions  on  this  data  sheet,  in  light  of  the  conversa¬ 
tion  we  have  had  today,  may  seem  rather  noncontroversial.  Never- 
theless,  I  do  want  to  urge  you  to  fill  them  out.  We  do  want  that  infor¬ 
mation,  because  we  want  to  have  some  data  to  go  forward  with.  This 
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membership  has  verbally  spoken  to  these  issues,  but  we  also  want 

those  responses,  as  indicated  here.  ♦ 

Also,  just  to  clarify  on  Question  No.  4,  if  you  prefer  an  index  o 
some  sort,  you  might  want  to  indicate  that  there.  If  you  would  prefer 
that  we  come  forward  with  some  kind  of  indexing  proposals  or  just 
something  to  look  at  in  that  regard,  you  might  want  to  indicate  that 
down  there.  Also,  I  would  like  to  call  your  attention  to  the  back  side 
of  that  sheet  where  we  ask  you  to  make  comments  and  suggesti  ^ 
Please  feel  free  to  do  that.  These  will  be  read  very  carefully.  The  data 
will  be  compiled  It  will  be  used  by  the  task  force  as  we  move  forward 

10  David°G.  Carter  (Eastern  Connecticut  State  University):  The 
Vice-Chair,  President  Adams,  and  I  were  chatting  and  listening  to 
the  discussion.  I  was  pleased  with  the  level  of  discourse,  but  lets  not 
leave  on  a  down  note.  There  is  no  need  to. 

President  Crowley  yesterday  at  the  Presidents  Commission  ma 
it  very  clear  that  the  oversight  committee  would,  indeed,  engage  in 
serious  dialogue  with  the  Council  and  obtain  the  Council’s  point  of 
view  and  also  engage  in  serious  dialogue  with  the  Pre*^e"^ 
mission  and  assure  that  serious  discourse  would  occur.  You  also  have 
the  Joint  Policy  Board  that  would  carefully  look  at  this  issue.  There 
is  no  need  to  buy  into  the  notion  that  we  must  react  Time  is  on  our 
side  We  take  serious  the  issues  that  you  have  talked  about  today, 
do  not  find  it  necessary  to  be  concerned  about  legislation  for  199b. 

Judy  Sweet  is  right  on  the  mark.  We  must  decide  what  is  in  ou 
best  interests.  We  have  a  commitment  that  transcends  Division  IIL 
It  is  called  the  NCAA  What  are  those  issues  with  respect  to 
governance  that  we  need  to  focus  on?  Wrestle  w.th  them  and  then 
start  to  focus  on  that  which  is  germane  to  Division  HI.  President 
Adams  and  I  will  make  those  meetings  represent  you  we  1.  Haste 
makes  waste  with  this  issue.  This  is  a  time  for  careful  dchberation. 
This  is  a  time  to  be  analytical.  It  is  easy  to  drive  a  car.  The  question 
is  where  do  you  want  to  take  the  automobile?  That  must  be  our 

f0<SoS'l  say  to  you,  Dan,  President  Coll,  to  all  of  the  other  members  of 
the  task  force,  thank  you  for  representing  us  well,  for  working  har  . 
We  are  going  to  have  a  most  enjoyable  year  ahead.  There  is  a  lot  to 
be  learned.  We  must  learn  about  Division  III. 

We  must  also  learn  about  the  Association  and,  most  of  all,  enjoy 
ourselves.  Let’s  not  be  down.  Let’s  get  ready  to  engage  m  the  process. 

Mr.  Bridges:  Just  by  way  of  wrapping  this  up  and  to  perhaps  em 
phasize  what  President  Carter  just  mentioned,  if  you  will  remember, 
when  I  opened  this  session,  I  talked  about  embracing  this  issue.  Well, 
I  think  we  have.  I,  for  one,  and  I  am  sure  the  members  on  this  com¬ 
mittee,  are  very  thankful  and  very  encouraged  by  the  way  our  mem¬ 
bership  has  come  forward  and  expressed  itself.  It  gives  us  a  great 
deal  of  confidence.  It  gives  us  a  great  deal  of  encouragement  that  we 
can  go  forward  and  represent  you  very  well  in  the  weeks  to  come. 
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We  will  be  in  close  communication  with  you  As  John  Harvey  sug¬ 
gested,  this  is  not  something  that  you  will  not  heara  ou  or  ano 
six  months.  We  will  try  to  stay  in  close  contact  with  you.  We  will  put 
articles  in  The  NCAA  News.  We  will  have  direct  mailings.  We  will  d 
whatever  we  have  to  do  to  stay  in  contact  with  the  Division  III  mem¬ 
bership  and  continue  gaining  the  support  and  encouragemen 
suggestions  of  this  body.  Thank  you  very  much.  . 

Mr.  Coll:  Thank  you  very  much,  Dan,  and  thank  you  to  all  the 
members  of  this  task  force  committee  and  particularly  thanks  to  all 
of  you  for  these  really  thoughtful  and  provocative  comments  that  you 

made  today  with  the  restructuring  concept  in  mind 

Someone  mentioned  to  me  coming  in  here  that  restructuri  g 
would  go  ahead  because  we  would  simply  be  out-voted  As  Pr®®,d®£; 
Carter  and  President  Adams  have  already  figured  out,  we  have  the 
odds  to  have  some  joy  in  anticipating  the  coming  year.  We  st'll  have 
the  votes  The  constitution  has  not  changed  in  this  Association.  W 
will  find  out  this  afternoon  when  you  hear  the  Division  Il  rePort  “n 
their  progress  on  restructuring  that  many  of  the  concerns  that  Divi¬ 
sion  II  has  are  absolute  mirrors  of  the  same  concerns  we  have  So 
combine  the  votes  between  Division  II  and  Division  I  and  we  over¬ 
whelmingly  have  the  numbers  to  control  this  issue.  We  simply  nee 
to  control  it  in  a  manner  that  is  in  the  best  interests  of  this  organize- 

tion  and  this  division.  ,  .  . 

Now,  a  little  shift  in  agenda.  The  next  item  was  consideration  by 

Division  III  of  federated  issues  that  relate  only  toDlv'^n,*anTdh?e 
vision  II.  I  think  that  we  have  certainly  considered  that  today  there 
should  be  no  doubt  about  where  we  stand  on  that  issue. 

The  other  issue,  which  I  think  is  going  to  take  more  time  than  we 
are  going  to  have  available  to  us  today,  is  a  discussion  on  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  initial-,  continuing-  and  transfer-eligibility  requirements 
for  Division  III.  I  am  going  to  carry  this  over  for  tomorrow  s  session, 
which  will  start  again  at  8  a.m.  in  this  room.  .  , 

Is  there  any  other  business  to  come  before  this  session  before  I  ask 
for  a  motion  to  adjourn?  Please  leave  the  surveys  on  the  left  end  of 
vour  tables.  It  is  terribly  important  that  you  stay  and  finish  that 
y  Is  there  a  motion  to  adjourn?  Second?  All  in  favor.  We  are  ad- 

^  [The  Division  III  business  session  was  adjourned  at  12:40  p  m.] 

Tuesday  Morning,  January  10, 1995 

The  meeting  was  called  to  order  at  8:15  a  m.,  with  Mr.  Coll  presid¬ 
ing. 


OPENING  REMARKS  .  t  , 

Mr.  Coll:  Good  morning  to  all  of  you.  Good  morning  to  all  of  you 
and  welcome  to  this  second  day  of  the  Division  III  business  sessioru 
Today’s  agenda  is  listed  on  Page  14  of  the  Convention  Program. 
We  also  have  one  carry-over  item  from  the  previous  day  s  agenda 
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that  we  agreed  we  would  discuss  today.  That  is  the  matter  of  initial, 

continuing  and  transfer  eligibility.  thp  Divi- 

First,  we  need  to  receive  some  reports.  The  first  is 
sion  111  Championships  Committee. 

REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 

Championships  Committee 

Sam  Bedrosian  (Central  College,  Iowa):  Since  Mary  Barrett, 
chair  of  the  Division  III  Championships  Committee,  is  unable  to  a  - 
tend  the  Convention,  I  have  been  asked  to  present  the  committee  re- 

P°Alonghwitbh  Mary,  I  have  had  the  privilege  of  working  during  the 
1995  year  with  the  following  members  of  the  committee.  Da 
Bridges,  director  of  athletics,  Cal  Institute  of  Technology;  Ed  Coll, 
president  of  Alfred  University,  and  Bob  Win.ams  d.rector  of  ath1^ 
ics  at  Swarthroore  College.  As  you  may  be  aware,  the  Division  111 
Championship  Committee  meets  three  times  a  year  and  is  responsi 
ble  for*  the  review  of  the  recommendations  submitted  by  sports  and 
mles  committees  as  they  relate  to  the  administration  of  Division  III 
championship  programs.  The  actions  of  the  committee  are  Pushed 
in  The  NCAA  News  after  each  meeting.  Therefore,  I  wil  not  *?ke  i. 
time  during  this  session  to  summarize  all  the  actions  that  the  com- 

m  Duringlhe  1993-94  academic  year,  a  total  of  7,581  studen^ath- 
letes  competed  in  24  Division  III  championships  compared  to  7  lo2 
during  the  previous  year.  It  is  interesting  to  note  that  participate 
increased  by  over  500  student-athletes  and  the :  total  cost  to  Dmsen 
III  championships  decreased  by  a  httle  ovei  $400,000.  T 

is  attributed  to  a  reduction  in  transportation  expense. 

“  Reviewing  the  impact  of  the  changes  in  the  championship  pro¬ 
gram  the  implementation  of  a  play-in  system  for  men  s  and  wo  me 
basketball  and  monitoring  the  steady  growth  of  our  division  were  the 
focus  of  the  committee’s  work  during  the  year.  As  you  are  aware,  the 
men  and  women’s  basketball  championships  will  each  provide  an  op- 
nortunity  for  64  teams  to  participate  in  the  championships.  At 
May  meeting,  the  championships  committee  wifi  carefully  review  the 
Dlav-in  system  to  assess  its  impact  on  participating  institu 
make  any  necessary  refinements.  During  the  coming  year,  the  com¬ 
mittee  will  continue  to  monitor  the  changes  in  sports  sponsorships 
with  the  intent  of  making  the  necessary  adjustments  in  brackets 

and/or  field  sizes  to  reflect  those  changes  .  TII 

In  addition,  the  committee  will  work  closely  with  the  Dmsion  I  I 
task  force  to  review  the  NCAA  membership  structure  as  it  relates  to 
championship  issues.  The  committee  recognizes  that  in  the  coming 
year  restructuring  will  be  one  of  the  most  important  issues  before 
the  Division  III  membership  and  is  prepared  to  assist  the  task  for 
fn  preparing  its  recommendations  for  the  1996  Convention  As  al¬ 
ways,  we  welcome  your  suggestions  to  improve  the  championship 
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program.  We  do  read  the  correspondence  you  send  to  us,  and  while 
we  were  not  able  to  implement  every  item  that  was  forwarded,  we 
want  to  continue  to  work  with  you  in  making  sure  the  champi¬ 
onships  program  continues  to  provide  a  quality  experience  tor  our 

student-athletes.  .  ,  _ 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  any  actions  taken  by  the  com¬ 
mittee,  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me,  any  member  of  the  committee 
or  Donna  Noonan,  NCAA  director  of  championships,  who  serves  as 
the  staff  liaison  to  the  committee.  . 

Mr.  Coll:  Thank  you  so  much,  Sam,  and  the  rest  of  the  champi¬ 
onship  committee.  I  would  like  to  also  thank  the  many  individuals 
responsible  for  conducting  Division  III  championships  during  this 

I  wonder  if  all  of  those  representatives  of  institutions  who  have 
hosted  an  NCAA  championship  during  this  past  year  would  please 
stand  and  be  recognized  and  allow  us  the  opportunity  to  thank  you 
for  all  of  your  hard  work.  Those  of  you  who  have  hosted  an  NCAA 
championship,  please  stand.  We  all  know  how  much  work  is  invo  ved 
in  those  events.  We  are  grateful  for  your  willingness  to  expend  that 
type  of  energy  on  behalf  of  our  division. 

The  next  report  is  the  report  of  the  Executive  Committee.  I  notice 
that  this  report  is  also  a  part  of  NCAA  Annual  Reports  I  should  tell 
you  it  is  three  pages  long.  I  am  supposed  to  read  this,  although  there 
is  no  obligation  to.  Is  there  anybody  out  there  pining  to  hear  me  read 
the  Executive  Committee  report? 

NOMINATING  COMMITTEE  _  , 

[Note:  The  slate  for  Division  lit  representatives  to  the  Council 
was  approved  as  presented .] 

DISCUSSION  „  ,  ,  , 

Mr.  Coll:  We  will  now  move  to  that  portion  of  yesterday  s  agenda 
that  we  were  unable  to  finish  because  of  our  discussion  on  restruc¬ 
turing.  That  is  the  item  concerning  initial-,  continuing-  and  transter- 

eligibility  rules  for  Division  III.  .  .  _  .  „ 

I  am  not  certain  if  any  member  of  the  Division  III  Presidents  Com¬ 
mission  is  still  with  us.  Do  we  have  any  members  of  the  Commission 
who  are  with  us?  I  don’t  see  any,  so  I  will  lead  this  discussion. 

I  believe  it  is  very  appropriate  to  discuss  this  topic  on  the  heels  ot 
the  discussion  just  concluded  regarding  restructuring  because  the 
two  topics  are  somewhat  related.  During  the  last  couple  of  years,  t  e 
Division  III  Subcommittee  of  the  Presidents  Commission  and  the  Di¬ 
vision  III  Steering  Committee  have  discussed  the  possibility  of  estab¬ 
lishing  initial-,  continuing-  and  transfer-eligibility  rules  as  a  part  ot 
the  overall  discussion  of  possible  restructuring  of  Division  III.  In 
particular,  concern  has  been  expressed  that  our  division’s  member¬ 
ship  has  grown  so  large  and  diverse  that  the  establishment  of  initial- 
eligibility  standards  may  be  necessary  to  preserve  the  academic  m- 
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teeritv  that  is  the  traditional  hallmark  of  Division  III.  The  experi¬ 
ence  of  DWis  on  I  during  the  last  year  related  to  initial  eligibility 
also  encouraged  us  to  take  a  hard  look  at  whether  or  not  our  dm- 

session,  you  received  a 
handout  that  summarizes  the  current  eligibility  legrs  ation  in  Dm- 
sion  III  It  compares  and  contrasts  that  legislation  with  correspond- 
ing  rules  in  Divisions  I  and  II  and  identifies  key  discussion  ques^ 
tiifns.  I  would  like  to  refer  to  that  document  right  now.  It  has  the 
Division  III  eligibility  requirements.  The  topic  has  three  parts-im- 
tial  eligibility,  continuing  eligibility  and  transfer  ehgibili  y. 

would  prefer  that  we  take  them  separately,  starting  first  with  a 
discussion  on  initial  eligibility,  then  moving  to  continuing  and  then 
transfer  eligibility,  because  they  are  three  distinctly  different  topics 
that  need  to  have  some  input  at  this  business  session. 

As  you  obviously  know  from  the  process  of  how  the  NCAA  works 
division  works,  nothing  will  b,  passed  hm  tod.,  W. 
will  need  some  guidance  for  the  Commission  and  for  the  Council  as 
to  what  our  work  assignment  should  be  for  the  next  12  mon 
to  bnng  back  someth^  to  you,  if  indeed  that  is  what  you  want  at 
our  1996  Convention.  So  that  is  the  introduction.  We  are  ready  to  gO. 
Initial  eligibility.  Anybody  caring  to  speak  on  this  aspect  of  the :  pro 
posat  either  pro  or  con?  Makes  no  difference.  I  am  overwhelmed  by 

tH  LetVseetf  we  can  do  it  this  way.  if  you  have  your  paddles f ^gttaw 
am  going  to  see  if  we  can  use  them  for  at  least  some  kind  of  a  straw 
Zt  Maybe  that  will  give  us  a  sense 

kvmitri  favor  some  form  of  nitial-ehgibility  standards  just  toi  luvi 
Tion  lir  Raise  your  paddles.  All  those  opposed,  please  raise  your 
paddles.  Very  unofficially,  it  appears  roughly  to  be  about  JO  in  favo 

and  approximately  140  opposed,  so  by  a  ratio  of  2  to  1.  Division 
indicates  no  interest  in  initial-eligibility  standards. 

John  H  Harvey  (Carnegie  Mellon  University):  1  have  just  now 

voted  rgai^st  tMs  at  the  preliminary  stages.  I  am  not  really  sure 

how  I  would  come  down  on  it  after  quite  a  bit  of  researc  ^ 
done  in  Division  III  I  am  not  sure  how  I  would  feel,  but  in  thinking 
about  it  in  a  preliminary  way,  it  seems  to  me  that  this  may  be  one  of 
those  issues  that  is  showing  evidence  of  the  t inference  be^n  l£ 
sions  I  and  11,  especially  those  schools  that  offer  athletics  schola 

^We  are  a  very  distinct  division  in  a  lot  of  ways.  The  concept  of  ap- 
olvmg  niUaf-efigibility  standards  to  Division  III  seems  to  me  in 
some ^way  ^as  contradictory  to  some  of  the  things  that  I  beheveD 
sion  III  stands  for.  So  in  an  initial  way,  I  dont  feel  comfortable  with 
the  possibility  of  initial-eligibility  academic  standards  in  this  divi- 
sionPI  think  quite  probably  it  is  necessary  in  Division  I,  but  we  have 
all  seen  how  much  difficulty  they  have  had  with  applying  initial-eh- 
gibility  standards  Our  division  is  so  much  more  varied.  We  ha  e 
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much  more  of  a  heterogeneous  composition  that  I  question  whether 
the  struggle  wouldn’t  even  be  much  greater  in  Division  III  if  we  were 
to  try  to  constitute  initial-eligibility  standards  than  it  has  been  in 
Division  I.  So  initially  I  would  be  apprehensive  about  all  the  difficul¬ 
ties  that  we  would  face  should  we  try  to  apply  standards  such  as 

William  A.  Marshall  (Franklin  and  Marshall  College):  We  are 
one  of  those  few  schools  that  has  a  Division  1  wrestling  program. 
Trying  to  use  the  clearinghouse  for  initial  eligibility  for  us  has  been 
an  absolute  disaster.  If  that  is  what  is  going  to  happen  if  we  impose 
initial-eligibility  standards  across  all  sports  m  Division  III,  I  would 
recommend  very  highly  that  we  proceed  very  slowly. 

Mr.  Coll:  I  will  report  these  results  to  the  Presidents  Commission. 

Let's  move  on  to  continuing-eligibility  standards  and  maintenance 
of  a  minimum  academic  quality-point  average  for  student-athletes  to 
participate  in  varsity  sports.  Anybody  wishing  to  speak  to  this  topic? 

All  right.  Straw  vote  time.  Those  of  you  in  favor  of  some  form  of 
continuing-eligibility  standards,  please  raise  your  paddles.  All  right. 
That  pretty  much  follows  the  same  pattern  as  the  initial-eligibility 
standards.  We  have  approximately  70  on  that.  Those  opposed  to  con¬ 
tinuing-eligibility  standards?  Suffice  it  to  say  that  there  appears  to 
be  a  2  to  1  ratio  also. 

Chuck  Gordon  (Emory  University).  I  would  like  to  point  out  that 
we  already  have  continuing-eligibility  standards.  They  are  set  by  the 
faculty  of  your  institution.  You  must  be  in  good  academic  standing.  I 
voted  “no”  on  the  question  with  the  understanding  that  the  current 
continuing-eligibility  standards  are  fine. 

Mr.  Coll:  Others  wishing  to  make  comment  on  continuing-eligibil¬ 
ity  standards?  Let’s  move  to  transfer-eligibility  standards  Anybody 
wishing  to  talk  about  the  existing  transfer-eligibility  standards  re¬ 
quiring  the  student  be  in  good  standing  when  he  leaves  a  previous 
institution  and  arrives  at  yours  to  be  eligible  to  play?  Anyone  wish¬ 
ing  to  talk  about  more  restrictive  standards? 

All  right.  Let’s  take  another  straw  vote.  Is  there  anyone  interested 
in  the  Council  or  the  Commission  examining  possible  legislation  to 
make  transfer  requirements  more  restrictive  than  they  currently 
are?  Please  raise  your  paddles.  Those  in  favor  of  leaving  well  enough 
alone  please  raise  your  paddle.  We  all  agree  with  that.  That  certainly 
dispatched  that  controversial  topic  m  a  hurry. 

1  have  been  asked  just  before  we  started  the  meeting  by  two  of  our 
members  out  in  the  lobby  area  there  if  we  would  have  some  time  this 
morning  to  review  the  discussion  that  took  place  at  the  general  busi¬ 
ness  session  regarding  restructuring  for  some  observations  and 
views  that  any  of  you  want  to  make  or  a  continuation  of  comments 
that  you  may  wish  to  share  with  us  based  on  what  you  heard,  partic¬ 
ularly  from  Division  I  and  from  Division  II.  1  assure  you  we  are  going 
to  have  plenty  of  time  to  be  able  to  provide  some  time  to  have  more 
discussion  on  that  if  that  is  what  you  wish  to  do.  I  think  we  are  now 
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moving  into  the  discussion  of  the  possible  elimination  of  the  nontra- 
ditional  segment  of  Division  Ill.  This  topic  was  reviewed  in  detail  by 

the  Special  Committee  to  Study  Rules  Federation  by  Sport 

To  lead  our  discussion,  I  would  like  to  call  on  the  two  Division  III 
representatives  who  serve  that  committee— John  Harvey,  djrector  o 
athletics  at  Carnegie  Mellon  University,  and  Tom  Kinder,  director  of 

athletics  at  Bridgewater  College  _ 

John  H.  Harvey  (Carnegie  Mellon  University):  I  assume  tha 
quite  possibly  this  discussion  won’t  be  quite  as  lengthy  as  the  last 

few  discussions  we  have  had.  ,  ,  .  ,  . 

Tom  Kinder  and  I  were  appointed  to  serve  on  the  federation  y 
sport  committee  a  couple  of  years  ago.  The  two  Division  III  people 
actually  had  much  less  to  say  and  much  less  participation  than  Divi¬ 
sion  1.  That  federation  by  sport  idea  was  generated  from  Division  1 
institutions,  such  as  Georgetown  and  others,  who  had  a  strong  inter¬ 
est  in  the  possibility  of  federation  by  sport.  The  purpose  of  some  of 
their  deliberations  was  mainly  to  simplify  the  ™1fs  I  b^1®Ve.'"® 
would  all  agree  with  that  purpose.  Division  I  and  II  felt  that  they 
could  easily  eliminate  the  distinction  between  the  traditional  season 
and  the  nontraditional  season  and  simply  allow  every  institution  the 
freedom  to  practice  when  they  would  like  to  within  the  allowable 

limits  of  the  number  of  weeks.  ,  .  ttt  >,  j,. 

At  that  time,  Tom  Kinder  and  I  felt  that  Division  III  wasn  t  ready 
to  participate  in  that  legislation  to  eliminate  the  distinction.  So  as  it 
came  out,  the  proposal  that  Division  I  and  II  came  up  with  to  elimi¬ 
nate  that  distinction  did  not  include  Division  III.  They  have  wi 
drawn  that  proposal  for  this  year.  We  anticipate  there  is  a  strong 
chance  they  will  come  back  with  that  proposal  next  January  to  elimi¬ 
nate  the  distinction  between  traditional  and  nontraditional. 

We  would  like  to  get  an  opinion  on  whether  or  not  this  group  leels 
that  Division  III  should  get  in  on  that  legislation.  Should  they  pro¬ 
pose  it  again  to  eliminate  that  distinction?  They  withdrew  their  pro¬ 
posal  because  there  was  not  enough  research  to  see  in  all  areas  of 
activity  what  effect  that  elimination  would  have,  especially  legisla¬ 
tively  to  go  through  the  whole  book  to  see  where  use  was  made  of  the 
terms  “traditional”  and  “nontraditional”  season 

We  know  one  area  of  Proposal  150  deals  with  hardship  waivers. 
Proposal  150  refers  to  that  distinction.  There  may  well  be  other  ele¬ 
ments  of  our  legislative  composition  that  use  that  distinction.  There 
wasn’t  a  complete  enough  idea  as  to  what  the  effects  would  be,  so 
they  withdrew  their  proposal  for  this  year.  So  the  idea  is  for  us  to 
talk  about  the  possible  interest  of  eliminating  that  distinction,  not 
having  the  use  of  those  terms.  _  . 

Tom  Kinder  is  going  to  present  several  viewpoints  on  one  side  of 
the  question.  I  will  mention  a  few  other  viewpoints  plus  another  op¬ 
tion  or  two,  but  we  aren’t  going  to  go  on  in  much  depth  here.  We  sim¬ 
ply  wanted  to  get  your  ideas  and  your  preliminary  thinking  as  to 
what  you  feel  about  that. 
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Thomas  M.  Kinder  (Bridgewater  College,  Virginia).  As  John 
mentioned,  the  committee  to  study  rules  by  sport  did  not  accomplish 
too  much  due  to  the  overwhelming  change  in  stature  m _the Associa¬ 
tion  that  was  brought  about  by  restructuring.  It  was  felt _that  this 
committee  probably  could  not  function  very  well  mowing  that  re¬ 
structuring  was  on  the  horizon  Most  of  the  items  that  you  ave 
in  your  legation  have  been  put  on  hold  by  Divisions  1  and  II  simply 
because  of  restructuring.  I  think  it  is  going  to  be  a  permanent  type  of 
hold  because  the  committee  has  been  disbanded.  I  don  t  think  we  can 

go  too  much  farther  with  that.  .  , 

We  have  been  asked  to  report  on  the  one  item  that  dealt  with  tra¬ 
ditional  versus  nontraditional.  This  legislation  developed  by  Divi¬ 
sions  I  and  II  was  felt  to  be  pretty  good  legislation  because  it  would 
allow  someone  to  participate  any  time  that  they  wanted  to  in  any 
form  that  they  wanted  to  We  felt  that  Division  III  probably would 
not  buy  into  that  because  we  have  problems  with  facilities.  We  have 
problems  that  would  take  away  opportunities  for  more  than  one 
sport  allowing  people  to  play  in  two  different  areas  We  also  had 
problems  with  staffing  in  most  Division  III  institutions.  Some  insti¬ 
tutions  have  problems  with  weather  and  other  concerns  such  as  that 

So  we  felt  that  we  needed  to  ask  you  if  it  is  broke?  If  it  is  not,  then 

Mr.  Harvey:  Tom  mentioned  some  of  the  options  that  would  ac¬ 
crue  if,  in  fact,  we  went  the  complete  other  way  and  eliminated  any 
opportunity  for  activity  in  the  nontraditional  season. 

A  number  of  delegates  who  I  have  talked  to  have  felt  that  that 
would  be  the  cleanest  way  to  go  in  Division  III,  completely  elimina 
off-season  possibilities,  stay  within  the  number  of  weeks  you  have, 
but  not  allow  activity  in  the  nontraditional  season.  That  would  re¬ 
duce  pressure  on  facilities  in  a  way.  It  would  reduce  pressure  on  staff 
in  a  wav.  It  would  possibly  reduce  pressure  on  the  students  them¬ 
selves.  It  would  increase  the  chances  of  two-sport  participation  more 
than  perhaps  some  places  or  more  than  some  students  are  allowed 
now.  It  would  allow  more  two-sport  options  for  coaches  as  well  and 
possibly  increase  the  strength  of  participation  in  some  of  your  other 

SPSo  that  body  of  opinion  feels  that  the  option  of  having  any  nontra¬ 
ditional  activity  should  use  those  arguments.  Some  of  them  are  iairly 
lomcal,  I  think.  One  other  opinion  was  brought  up  to  me  this  morn¬ 
ing  Maybe  there  is  some  difference  between  fall  and  spring  sports 
that  we  could  see  some  strong  advantage  in  eliminating  the  possibili¬ 
ty  of  fall  sports  having  activity  in  the  spnng  but  still  leave  0Pe»the 
option  of  spring  sports,  such  as  tennis  and  golf,  of  havmg  the  fall  sea¬ 
son  option.  As  you  see  right  away,  that  might  be  difficult  in  giving 
the  option  to  some  sports  and  not  to  others.  However,  that  combina¬ 
tion  proposal  was  brought  up.  We  would  like  to  get  some  opinion  on 
that  because  at  some  point  we  as  a  group  are  going  to  have  to  decide 
whether  or  not  to  go  along  with  legislation  that  may  be  proposed  th  s 
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next  vear  that  could  include  Division  III. 

Mr.  Coll:  l  thank  you  both  for ^your  t jmean *  from  the  dais. 

We  are  now  down  to  our  last  item  of  fo  recap  0f  the 

You  may  have  others  you  wis  °  \ce  yesterday  at  the  gen- 

conversation  and  presenta  i  You  had  the  opportunity  to 

er.l  '»  Herbert  repres.nt- 

heer  the  which  I  hop.  re- 

iX.™  the  discussion  that  we  had  here 

yesterday  at  our  opening  “Observations  that  any  of  you 

Are  there  any  further  commen  ulentv  of  time  to  handle 

would  like  to  -»he  «  th,s  urn  ?  W  have  plenjy  oT^  ^ 

this  discussion.  Our  task ,  coming  out  of  our  discussion  yes- 
these  issues.  The  priority  I  sen  nce  -s  a  key  issue  and  that 

terday  in  our  division  was  jved  The  mechanical  applications 

iKSdS be  broached,  i  think “ 
track  both  of  those  otyectives  as  ^  later  than  the 

So  we  should  be  able  to  are  moving  But  are  there  any 

spring  as  to  the  direction  in  w  1  h  k  lace  yesterday? 

would  like  to  say  that  the  comments  made  y^terday^  n 

session  I  thought  were  very^very  g  ^  We  applaud  you  and 

and  Division  III.  I  thinK  it  was  iuu  superb,  and  we  were 

“™!£p“ »•  <»  W  •  ««H*>  «'  »  **“  ”■ 

structuring.  nhvimislv  negotiate  realistically.  Secondly, 

One  is  that  we  have  to,  obviously,  neg  Ti  •  j  ic  that  we 

the  Association  wanting  to  be  a  pa  Division  II1-A. 

be  placed  in  a  special  category,  ou  ca  holding  area  for 

f  am  not  looking  for  divis.on  but  just  sort  of  like^  ho. ^  ^ 

those  institutions,  because  I  don^n°  {  a  monumental  task.  If 
of  500  institutions  m  Division  HI.  That  «  amon  ^  members  x 

S  of  the  current  body  of  Division 

'“in  some  restructuring  peopk ibnng 

SK^S^^ere  is  no  Wei  playing^  in any 

f^ThS?^  minDusVesS,0BuSt  the  thing  that  we  have  together  in 
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Division  III — and  it  was  loud  and  clear  when  we  had  a  discussion  in 
our  Division  III  business  meeting  yesterday  morning — is  we  have  a 
philosophy  and  we  have  a  strong  feeling  about  what  Division  III  is 
all  about  It  is  very  special.  We  don’t  ever  want  to  lose  that  feeling. 

William  A.  Marshall  (Franklin  and  Marshall  College):  I  men¬ 
tioned  this  to  a  couple  of  the  committee  members  yesterday.  I 
thought  it  would  be  appropriate  and  germane  to  mention  it  at  this 
point.  As  one  of  the  graybeards  that  has  been  at  these  Conventions 
for  probably  longer  than  the  majority  of  you  have  been  here,  it  seems 
like  we  are  coming  full  circle.  1  reflect  back  to  a  time  when  we  had 
university  division  and  college  division.  The  budget  of  the  NCAA  was 
modest.  We  all  paid  as  we  went  as  we  got  into  championships. 

If,  by  chance,  there  is  a  massive  reorganization  of  the  NCAA  and 
the  NCAA  ceases  to  exist  as  it  now  stands,  let’s  take  what  is  left.  I 
think  we  will  do  fine.  We  will  reorganize.  We  can  continue  to  do  the 
things  that  are  appropriate  for  higher  education.  I  wouldn't  panic.  I 
think  there  are  a  lot  of  good  people  here.  There  are  a  lot  of  good  peo¬ 
ple  in  Division  II.  There  are  a  lot  of  good  people  in  the  Division  I 
wannabes.  You  know  who  they  are  without  naming  them.  Some  of 
those  folks  will  end  up  in  the  group  with  us.  I  think  there  is  a  lot  of 
strength.  I  think  we  don’t  have  to  fear  anything  as  long  as  we  contin¬ 
ue  to  do  what  we  are  doing. 

Mr.  Coll:  Those  are  excellent  points.  I  agree  with  you.  I  think  if 
somebody  leaves  the  NCAA,  it  is  not  going  to  be  Division  III.  If  that 
is  what  it  takes  to  maintain  the  integrity  of  this  Association,  then  so 
be  it.  We  will  be  here.  We  will  keep  the  name.  We  will  keep  the  iden¬ 
tity  because  we  have  the  votes.  I  don’t  think  that  is  negotiable.  I 
sensed  from  comments  heard  yesterday,  that  there  were  certain 
things  that  you  suggested  to  us  that  are  nonnegotiable.  Among  those 
things  were  the  creation  of  an  executive  director  or  a  president  of 
this  organization,  in  this  instance  Ced  Dempsey,  who  would  be  ac¬ 
countable  only  to  the  Division  I  board  of  directors.  I  sensed  that  that 
was  a  nonnegotiable  item  as  far  as  Division  III  was  concerned,  that 
we  would  not  tolerate  anything  of  that  nature. 

The  other  item  that  I  sensed  as  nonnegotiable  is  the  Association’s 
budget.  That  would  be  something  that  will  be  put  together  with  par¬ 
ticipation  by  all  three  of  the  existing  divisions.  I  sensed  that  was  also 
nonnegotiable.  I  will  follow  your  dictates  on  those  matters. 

We  hate  to  get  crass  and  talk  about  dollars,  but  dollars  are  what 
this  whole  thing  is  all  about.  I  have  never  been  much  of  a  party  to 
the  old  adage  of  the  Golden  Rule — he  who  has  the  gold,  rules.  But  it 
appears  that  that  is  what  is  pushing  this  whole  restructuring  issue. 
In  order  to  safeguard  some  of  our  interests  in  this  process,  we  have 
agreed  as  a  task  force  that  we  would  strive  to  secure  the  expenses  of 
our  championship  play  by  Division  III,  much  as  we  do  right  now. 
There  is  now  the  commitment  from  the  parties,  particularly  Division 
1,  that  that,  indeed,  would  be  secure  at  the  current  levels  they  are 
talking  about,  plus  or  minus,  plus  as  it  goes  up,  minus  as  it  goes 
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down.  With  the  new  television  contract,  if  we  maintain  the  status 
quo,  our  budget  allotment  for  championship  play  will  move  from  the 
current  $5.5  million  this  year  to  S6.6  million  in  1997.  Then  it  tends 
to  flatten  out  over  the  course  of  the  contract.  By  the  years  2000,  2001 
and  2002,  were  we  to  use  all  of  this  initial  allotment  to  provide  for 
our  championships,  we  would  be  in  a  position  in  the  final  three  years 
of  the  contract  of  probably  not  getting  sufficient  funds  to  cover  cham¬ 
pionships  if  we  experienced  the  normal  five  percent  cost  of  increased 
expenses  in  transportation,  room  and  board  and  some  of  the  rest. 

I  continue  to  feel,  as  do  others,  that  what  we  really  want  to  negoti¬ 
ate  for  and  get  a  constitutional  commitment  so  that  the  NCAA  will 
guarantee  championship-play  expenses  to  the  extent  determined  by 
the  Division  III  Championships  Committee,  regardless  of  what  these 
fees  may  be,  regardless  of  how  the  division  expands,  whether  or  not 
there  is  a  division  within  the  division  to  provide  for  more  access  to 
championships,  whatever  scheme  we  come  up  with  is  going  to  be 
funded  as  a  part  of  the  NCAA  budget.  That  is  the  premise  that  we 
are  moving  forward  on  right  now  If  you  feel  that  you  would  rather 
have  a  specific  dollar  figure  allocated  to  us,  now  is  the  time  to  let  us 
know  that. 

The  other  element  is  catastrophic  insurance.  We  have  negotiated 
hard  for  that.  It  appears  that  that  will  remain  intact  for  all  divisions, 
including  Division  III  We  also  want  to  be  guaranteed  adequate  cov¬ 
erage  by  the  national  office  staff  for  managing  administratively  the 
affairs  of  the  Division  III  organization. 

So  those  are  the  three  basic  principles  that  we  are  starting  from  in 
terms  of  finances.  All  the  rest  really  have  to  do  with  philosophical 
governance  issues.  I  will  not  kid  you  when  I  tell  you  that  we  are  all  a 
little  concerned  about  what  is  going  to  happen  if  the  NAIA  decides  to 
go  south  on  us  and  we  end  up  with  these  institutions  streaming 
down  into  our  division.  Clearly,  most  of  them  are  going  to  come  into 
Division  III,  with  a  sizable  number  going  into  Division  II.  Division  II 
has  the  same  problems  and  the  same  concerns.  So  we  are  going  to 
move  forward  as  a  task  force  to  see  if  we  can  put  some  models  to¬ 
gether  to  share  with  you  on  a  continuing  basis.  We  are  not  going  to 
build  something  and  then  hand  it  to  you  at  next  year’s  Convention. 

We  really  need  some  input  and  some  agreement  that  what  we  are 
doing  is  what  you  want  to  see  done.  We  will  try  to  have  something 
put  together  for  you  over  the  next  six  months  or  so  that  you  can  look 
at  and  respond  to  our  task  force  committee.  We  will  meet  again  as  a 
task  force  in  February  in  Dallas.  We  are  trying  to  pressure  the  over¬ 
sight  committee  to  see  if  we  can’t  sit  down  and  negotiate  some  of 
these  philosophical  issues  that  seem  so  divisive  in  this  whole  restruc¬ 
turing  process.  Hopefully,  we  might  have  something  positive  to  re¬ 
port  within  the  next  90  to  120  days. 

So  with  that  as  a  summary  of  my  feelings  on  all  of  this,  is  there 
anything  anybody  else  would  like  to  add?  Seeing  none,  I  simply 
thank  you  for  all  of  the  assistance  and  support  you  have  provided  me 
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and  the  Council  over  the  past  year.  I  am  sure  I  speak  for  the  Presi¬ 
dents  Commission,  also.  You  have  been  a  great  group  to  work  with.  1 
never  realized  that  I  was  going  to  create  another  career  taking  this 
job.  It  has  been  exciting,  to  say  the  least. 

Thank  you  all.  We  will  see  you  next  year. 

[The  Division  III  business  session  meeting  was  adjourned  at 

9.05  a.m.l 
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Monday  Morning,  January  9, 1995 

The  Division  I  business  session  was  called  to  order  by  Division  I 
Vice-President  William  M.  Sangster,  Georgia  Institute  of  Technology, 
at  10:00  a.m. 

OPENING  REMARKS 

Mr.  Sangsler:  The  Division  I  business  meeting  will  please  come  to 
order.  I  am  Bill  Sangster,  the  faculty  athletics  representative  at 
Georgia  Tech.  I  have  the  responsibility  of  chairing  this  session  today 
I  would  be  inclined  to  say  “pleasure,”  but  I  will  wait  until  it  is  over 
before  I  say  that.  I  have  the  responsibility  of  chairing  this  meeting. 
There  are  some  things  that  we  need  to  do  at  the  beginning  in  order 
to  be  prepared  to  go  through  in  a  most  expeditious  fashion  with  the 
legislation  that  is  before  us  this  morning. 

[Note:  Voting  procedures  were  explained.]  . 

PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 

Mr.  Sangsler:  We  will  now  move  on  to  the  next  piece  of  information 
that  you  need  to  have  before  we  begin  the  actual  work.  Our  primary 
purpose  between  now  and  1  p.m.  is  to  complete  the  Presidential 
Agenda  Day  portion  of  the  program. 

The  first  item  to  be  considered  this  morning  is  Item  No.  14  on 
Page  10  of  the  Official  Notice.  Is  someone  prepared  to  move  this  pro¬ 
posal9  Microphone  No.  16. 

Awards  and  Benefits— Student  Orientation  Expenses 

Kenneth  A.  Shaw  (Syracuse  University).  The  Presidents  Commis¬ 
sion  has  sponsored  this  proposal  because  it  believes  it  is  an  impor¬ 
tant  part  of  a  series  of  recommendations  brought  forward  by  the  Spe¬ 
cial  Committee  to  Review  Student-Athlete  Welfare,  Access  and 
Equity.  From  its  inception,  the  Commission  has  maintained  its  inter¬ 
est  in  finding  ways  for  student-athletes  to  be  assimilated  into  the 
normal  campus  routine.  This  proposal  represents  one  such  opportu¬ 
nity.  It  is  an  important  opportunity,  because  it  comes  at  a  time  when 
student-athletes,  and  all  students,  for  that  matter,  are  in  need  of 
support  in  the  community.  As  has  been  noted,  this  legislation  is  per¬ 
missive.  It  would  not  be  required  under  NCAA  rules.  I  move  that  we 
vote  positively  on  Proposal  No.  14. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Paul  Bradshaw  (Southland  Conference):  In  light  of  the  fact  that 
this  is  permissive  legislation,  the  sponsors  of  the  amendment  would 
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withdraw  Proposal  14-1.  .  .  T 

[Proposal  No.  14  (Page  A-ll)  was  adopted  by  Division  I,  201- 

106,  four  abstentions.] 

Eligibility— One-Time  Transfer  Exception 

Marilyn  McNeil  (Monmouth  College,  New  Jersey):  On  behalf  of  the 
Special  Committee  to  Review  Student-Athlete  Welfare,  Access  and 
Equity,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposital  No.  15-B. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

E.  Roger  Sayers  (University  of  Alabama,  Tuscaloosa):  This  legisla¬ 
tion  has  been  the  subject  of  considerable  discussion  at  the  institu¬ 
tional,  conference  and  at  the  national  level  since  it  was  recommend¬ 
ed  for  action  by  the  special  committee  to  review  student-athlete 

welfare  last  summer.  . 

1  think  this  was  brought  forward  because  it  felt  that  it  was  m  the 
best  interest  of  student-athletes  to  be  provided  the  same  opportunity 
to  transfer  one  time  that  student-athletes  have  been  afforded  for 
some  time  in  other  sports.  There  are  also  negatives  that  are  of  in¬ 
creasing  concern  to  many  members  of  the  Presidents  Commission 
and  to  the  NCAA  Council,  and  that  is  for  students  from  particularly 
small  institutions  who  may  excel  as  athletes.  It  affords  the  possibili¬ 
ty  that  they  would  transfer  to  perhaps  institutions  with  more  visible 
athletics  programs  to  enhance  their  athletics  careers  and  set  up  a 
situation  where  we  have  continuous  recruitment  of  these  student- 
athletes.  Because  of  these  negative  issues,  as  well  as  the  positive 
ones,  on  behalf  of  the  Presidents  Commission  I  move  that  Proposal 
15-B*  be  referred  to  the  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee  for  fur¬ 
ther  study. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Tanya  Yvette  Hughes  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee/Uni¬ 
versity  of  Arizona)*  Although  this  proposal  has  been  previously  re¬ 
ferred  to  our  committee,  we,  the  Student- Athlete  Advisory  Commit¬ 
tee,  continue  to  support  it. 

By  prohibiting  Division  1  football,  basketball  and  ice  hockey  play¬ 
ers  from  utilizing  the  one-time  transfer  exception,  the  membership  is 
treating  participants  in  those  sports  inequitably  because  of  the  popu¬ 
larity  of  the  sports,  the  revenue  generated  and  the  recruiting  prob¬ 
lems  that  result  from  the  combination  of  those  two  factors.  Oppo¬ 
nents  of  this  proposal  can  speculate  about  the  particular  problems  of 
players  being  recruited  from  their  institutions  if  this  proposal  is 
adopted.  However,  it  is  critical  to  realize  that  these  potential  prob¬ 
lems  can  be  treated  through  the  enforcement  of  current  recruiting 
legislation  and  Bylaw  13,  which  prohibits  the  recruitment  of  a  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  enrolled  at  a  four-year  institution  without  the  written 
permission  of  appropriate  university  administrators. 

The  conditions  of  the  one-time  transfer  exception  require  among 
other  things  for  the  student-athlete  to  meet  academic  conditions  and 
to  receive  permission  from  the  previous  institution  to  utilize  the  ex¬ 
ception.  The  control  for  student-athletes  to  be  eligible  under  the  ex- 
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ception  remains  with  the  previous  institution.  The  authority  to  ob¬ 
ject  to  the  exception  being  granted  should  dispel  the  concerns  about 
players  being  recruited  away  to  play  with  another  school  with  the  in¬ 
stitution  having  no  control  over  what  type  of  situation  it  is.  The  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  transfers  for  a  number  of  reasons.  Some  of  these  are  not 
related  to  athletics  at  all.  It  seems  reasonable  to  allow  all  student- 
athletes,  regardless  of  the  sport,  to  be  able  to  utilize  the  transfer  ex¬ 
ception.  This  committee  will  continue  to  review  this  and  we  urge  the 
membership  to  strongly  consider  adopting  some  form  of  this  proposal 
at  next  year's  Convention. 

Tames  Jarretl  (Old  Dominion  University):  I  rise  to  support  the  mo¬ 
tion  to  table  or  send  back  this  proposal  to  the  committee  As  a  Divi¬ 
sion  I  member  of  this  committee,  the  Convention  should  know  there 
was  not  a  majority  of  support  on  that  committee  of  Division  1 ™em' 
bers  for  this  legislation.  There  is  concern  with  the  raiding  of  athletes, 
the  enhancement  of  coaches’  salaries  and  a  number  of  things.  A  fur¬ 
ther  study  of  this  makes  great  sense. 

[Part  B  of  Proposal  No.  15  (Page  A- 12)  was  referred  to  the  Stu¬ 
dent-Athlete  Advisory  Committee  by  Division  I,  287-33,  one  ab¬ 
stention.] 

Financial  Aid — Pell  Grants 

Jerry  L.  Kingston  (Arizona  State  University):  On  behalf  of  the 
NCAA  Council,  I  move  Proposal  No.  16-A. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.]  * 

There  is  an  amendment  to  be  offered,  so  I  will  defer  to  that. 

Brother  Thomas  J.  Scanlan  (Manhattan  College):  As  a  member  of 
the  Presidents  Commission  and  on  behalf  of  student-athlete  welfare, 

I  would  like  to  move  Proposal  No.  16-1. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Both  the  Presidents  Commission  and  the  Special  Committee  on 
Student-Athlete  Welfare,  Access  and  Equity  believes  it  is  important 
that  Proposal  No.  16  be  adopted. 

While  the  special  committee  and  the  Council  believe  it  is  impoi  - 
tant  for  student-athletes  to  be  provided  a  combination  of  Pell  Grants 
and  institutional  funds  to  meet  their  educational  expenses  both  bod¬ 
ies  also  believe  that  it  is  important  to  keep  intact  overall  financial 
aid  limits  that  reflect  the  Association’s  philosophy  that  financial  as¬ 
sistance  be  used  to  meet  educational  expenses  as  they  are  defined  by 
member  institutions.  It  is  important  to  note  that  this  does  not  pre¬ 
clude  assistance  for  personal  incidental  expenses.  Those  expenses 
routinely  are  included  by  our  financial  aid  administrators  in  their 
calculations  of  the  stated  overall  cost  of  attendance.  The  overall  cost 
of  attendance  includes  an  allowance  for  food,  travel,  supplies  and  in¬ 
cidental  personal  expenses. 

The  arguments  that  the  NCAA  is  failing  to  allow  institutions  to 
provide  funds  to  meet  student-athletes’  basic  needs  simply  are  not 
accurate.  The  more  relevant  point  is  this:  both  athletics  grants-in-aid 
and  Federal  Pell  Grants  are  provided  to  student-athletes  for  the 
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same  purpose — to  meet  the  basic  educational  expenses  as  defined  by 
each  institution.  This  amendment  to  Proposal  No.  16  is  consistent 
with  this  purpose. 

Mr.  Sangster:  I  believe,  Jerry,  that  you  moved  16-A  only.  Is  that 
right? 

Mr.  Kingston:  Yes,  that  is  correct.  No.  16-B  has  been  ruled  out  of 
order.  It  is  my  understanding  that  only  16-A  is  in  front  of  us.  I  am 
sorry,  No.  16-1-B. 

I  am  now  advised  that  16  B  is  not  out  of  order,  only  16-1-B  is  out 
of  order.  If  it  is  appropriate  with  our  parliamentarian,  I  would  like  to 
now  take  the  opportunity  to  move  16  B  as  well  as  16-A. 

[The  motion  was  seconded  ] 

Frank  R.  A.  Resnick  (Centra)  Connecticut  State  University):  First, 
a  point  of  information,  please.  Can  you  tell  me  if  the  passage  of  16-1 
will  render  No.  16  moot9 

Mr.  Sangsler:  It  will  replace  16. 

Mr.  Resnick:  Thank  you  I  would  like  to  speak  with  regard  to  Pro¬ 
posal  16-1.  In  an  effort  to  amend  flawed  Proposal  No.  16,  Amend¬ 
ment  16-1  does  not  change  the  rules  currently  in  place  for  Division  I 
institutions.  Under  present  rules,  the  student-athlete  receives  their 
full  Pell  Grant  up  to  $2,400  providing  their  total  assistance  does  not 
exceed  the  institution’s  regular  cost  of  attendance.  Since  the  maxi¬ 
mum  Pell  Grant  is  $2,300,  no  student  is  denied  a  full  grant 

Proposal  16-1  in  much  simpler  language  will  replace  the  current 
rule  with  the  same  provisions.  Moreover  and  more  importantly,  it  is 
the  intent  to  preserve  the  standard  that  a  student-athletes  total 
funds  should  not  exceed  the  institutional  cost  of  attendance.  I  urge 
adoption  of  Proposal  No.  16-1. 

[Proposal  No.  16-1  (Page  A- 15)  was  adopted  by  Division  I,  274- 

36,  five  abstentions.) 

f Proposal  No.  16  (Page  A- 13)  was  adopted  as  amended  by  No, 

16-1  by  Division  1,  277-31,  six  abstentions.) 

Employment  Earnings — Division  I 

Charles  Whitcomb  (San  Jose  State  University):  On  behalf  of  the 
Council  and  NCAA  Minority  Opportunities  and  Interests  Committee. 
I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No  17. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.) 

This  legislation  will  permit  Division  1  student-athletes  to  earn  up 
to  $1,500  in  legitimate  on-  or  off-campus  employment  income  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  a  full  grant-in-aid,  provided  the  institution’s  athletics  depart¬ 
ment  staff  members  or  representatives  of  its  athletics  interests  are 
not  involved  in  arranging  the  employment. 

Many  student-athletes  are  from  lower  middle-class  families  and 
often  have  difficulty  meeting  financial  needs  during  the  academic 
year.  Student-athletes,  just  as  students  not  participating  m  athletics, 
should  be  permitted  to  earn  legitimate  income  in  excess  of  a  full 
grant-in-aid. 

This  proposal  will  allow  a  Division  I  student- athlete  to  work  dur- 
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mg  the  academic  year  and  not  have  the  $1,500  of  employment  earn¬ 
ings  counted  against  the  student-athlete’s  individual  limit  of  a  full 
grant-in-aid,  provided  neither  athletics  department  staff  members 
nor  representatives  of  the  institution’s  athletics  interests  are  in¬ 
volved  in  arranging  the  employment.  This  rule  does  exist  already  or 
Division  II  student-athletes.  We  urge  your  adoption  of  this  iegisla- 

tl0Ratv  Arris  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee/University  of 
Texas  at  Austin):  The  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee  supports 
Proposal  No.  17.  As  we  are  all  aware,  a  full  grant-in-aid  does  not 
cover  all  of  the  expenses  associated  with  college  attendance.  We  feel 
student-athletes  should  be  allowed  to  seek  employment  to  supple¬ 
ment  the  grant-in-aid. 

Such  employment  can  serve  to  better  acclimate  student-athletes 
into  the  postgraduation  working  world. 

Also,  we  feel  the  current  limitation  on  earnings  subjects  student- 
athletes  to  a  rule  that  is  not  on  the  rest  of  the  student  body. 

Frank  R.  A.  Resnick  (Central  Connecticut  State  University):  As  an 
encouragement  of  the  work  ethic  and  as  a  potential  benefit  to  stu¬ 
dent-athletes,  principally  Proposal  No.  17  moves  in  the  right  direc¬ 
tion.  I  believe,  however,  it  should  be  opposed  for  several  reasons. 

One,  most  significantly,  T  am  afraid  the  legislation  creates  a  mon¬ 
ster  monitoring  and  policing  requirement.  Compliance  officers  will 
have  to  collect  and  analyze  student-earnings  records,  a  system  to 
monitor  W-2s  and  time  cards  from  both  on-campus  and  off-campus 
employers  to  determine  which  earnings  are  countable  and/or  exempt 
will  be  necessary.  Are  you  prepared  for  having  students  presenting 
time  cards  for  their  work  at  the  local  McDonald’s? 

Number  two,  the  legislation  does  not  address  the  difference  be 
tween  institutional-student  employment  and  Federal  work -study 
employment.  Presumably,  the  on-campus  provision  would  exempt 
Federal  earnings  from  countable  assistance,  which  would  be  m  con¬ 
flict  with  Federal  regulations  and  financial  aid  practices. 

Number  three,  contrary  to  general  efforts  at  cost  containment,  this 
legislation  will  result  in  increased  cost. 

In  addition  to  the  cost  of  policing,  the  institutions  that  were  in¬ 
cluding  on-campus  work  and  individual  award  limitations  may  be 
forced  to  match  the  exempting  earnings  with  other  aid  in  order  to 
maintain  competitiveness  m  recruiting. 

To  address  what  seems  to  be  but  a  few  examinations  of  student- 
athletes  who  might  need  additional  financial  assistance  and  to  have 
enough  time  to  work,  I  believe  this  proposal  is  too  dramatic  of  a 
change  from  the  current  policies,  which  have  been  carefully  crafted 
and  debated  over  many  years.  This  is  well-intentioned  legislation, 
but  not  carefully  enough  thought  out.  It  will  be  costly  to  implement. 

We  should  continue  to  look  at  student  employment  and  how  it  af¬ 
fects  the  student-athlete,  but  Proposal  No.  17  will  cause  far  more 
problems  than  it  will  solve.  I  encourage  you  to  defeat  it 
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Michael  B.  McGee  (University  of  South  Carolina)'  I  certainly  un¬ 
derstand  the  laudable  intent  of  this  amendment.  I  also  want  to  raise 
some  of  the  predictable  and  practical  problems  associated  with  man¬ 
aging  and  monitoring  this  job  program  and  other  concerns. 

We  are  concerned  that  this  $1,500  will  quickly  become  part  of  a 
scholarship  package,  commonly  used  in  the  recruiting  process,  re¬ 
gardless  of  the  academic  advisability  for  the  individual  or  the  poten 
tial  abuses.  The  likely  number  of  jobs  to  be  located  annually  by 
whatever  means  and  monitored  by  staff  will  approximate  the  num¬ 
ber  of  student-athletes  at  your  institutions.  The  cost  implication  lor 
additional  monitoring  staff  is  obvious.  This  clearly  needs  more  study 

and  we  urge  a ‘‘no”  vote  on  No.  17.  .  , 

[Proposal  No.  17  (Page  A-16)  was  defeated  by  Division  I,  118- 

199,  eight  abstentions  1 

Awards  and  Benefits— Transportation  Expenses 

Nora  Lynn  Finch  (North  Carolina  State  University):  On  behalf  of 
the  Presidents  Commission  and  Council,  1  move  the  adoption  of  Pro- 
posal  18-D. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.]  , 

Proposal  18-D  will  permit  an  institution  to  provide  student-ath¬ 
letes  with  reasonable  local  transportation  in  conjunction  with  the  h- 
nancial  assistance  approved  under  the  NCAAs  special-assistance 

fU  For  example,  if  the  student-athlete  receives  funds  to  purchase  a 
coat,  the  institution  could  provide  reasonable  local  transportation  to 
the  student-athlete  for  the  purchase  of  that  coat.  On  behalf  of  the 
Special  Committee  to  Review  Student-Athlete  Welfaie,  Access  and 
Equity,  I  encourage  you  to  adopt  this  proposal.  .  . 

[Part  D  of  Proposal  No.  18  (Page  A-16)  was  adopted  by  Division 

I  292-33  ] 

Weekly  Hour  Limitations— Skill  Instruction— Divisions  I  and  II 
Sports  Other  Than  Football 

lames  Jarrett  (Old  Dominion  University):  On  behalf  of  the  Presi¬ 
dents  Commission,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  23. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.  1  ,  ., 

Adoption  of  Proposal  No.  23  will  permit  coaches  in  sports  other 
than  football  to  be  involved  in  two  hours  of  skilled-related  instruc¬ 
tion  per  week  outside  the  playing  season,  provided  the  student-ath¬ 
lete  requests  the  instruction.  Two  hours  per  week  permitted  for  this 
instruction  would  be  included  in  the  eight  hours  of  countable  athlet¬ 
ic-related  activities  that  may  occur  each  week  outside  the  playing 
season.  Finally,  the  skill-related  instructional  sessions  may  not  in¬ 
volve  more  then  three  student-athletes  in  any  one  activity,  which  en¬ 
sures  that  no  practice  sessions  will  occur. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  special  committee,  it  is  in  the  student-ath¬ 
lete’s  best  interest  to  be  given  appropriate  access  to  coaches  during 
the  off-season  to  improve  their  sports-related  skills.  The  special  com¬ 
mittee  realizes  that  requiring  instruction  to  be  requested  by  the  stu- 
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dent-athlete  may  be  viewed  as  idealistic.  However,  the  special  com¬ 
mittee  believes  that  this  provision  is  necessary  to  be  clear  about  the 
circumstances  in  which  the  activity  can  occur.  The  intent  is  to  allow 
the  student-athlete  to  have  more  access  to  a  coach  if  the  student-ath¬ 
lete  wishes  to  have  such  access.  The  intent  is  not  to  allow  coaches  to 
require  instructional  sessions  for  each  student-athlete.  On  behalf  of 
the  Special  Committee  to  Review  Student- Athlete  Welfare,  Access 
and  Equity,  I  urge  your  support  of  this  proposal. 

Gary  A.  Sojka  (Bucknell  University):  As  a  member  of  the  Presi¬ 
dents  Commission  and  the  Special  Committee  to  Review  Student- 
Athlete  Welfare,  Access  and  Equity,  I  would  like  to  simply  amplify 
Mr.  Jarrett’s  comments,  and  speak  to  those  present  today  who,  possi¬ 
bly  like  myself,  might  be  sufficiently  experienced  or  even  grizzled  as 
to  be  somewhat  suspicious  about  our  ability  to  have  students  take 
the  initiative  to  have  this  not  be  one  more  item  that  in  the  name  of 
improved  skill  or  improved  competition  simply  encroaches  upon  the 
time  and  the  lives  of  our  student-athletes 

I  would  point  out  that  it  was  indeed  the  student  members  of  the 
special  committee  who  spoke  articulately,  persuasively  and  ultimate¬ 
ly  compel lingly  in  a  way  that  persuaded  the  committee  that  students 
could,  in  fact,  be  the  ones  to  initiate  this  activity,  and  that  it  would 
be  in  their  best  interest.  There  is  at  least  one  member  of  that  com¬ 
mittee  present  today  who  may  wish  to  speak  on  this.  But  on  behalf  of 
the  Presidents  Commission  and  the  special  corhmittee,  I  urge  accep¬ 
tance  of  this  proposal. 

Bridget  Niland  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee/State  Uni¬ 
versity  of  New  York  at  Buffalo):  The  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Com¬ 
mittee  is  in  support  of  Proposal  No  23.  We  feel  very  strongly  that 
when  considering  legislation  allowing  coaches  and  athletes  to  work 
together  on  skill -related  activities  in  the  off-season  that  three  impor¬ 
tant  stipulations  must  be  present. 

First,  due  to  the  existence  of  out-of-season  practice  for  Division  I 
and  II  in  football,  we  don’t  feel  these  additional  skill  sessions  are 
necessary  for  those  athletes.  Second,  the  time  limit  on  such  off-sea¬ 
son  skill  sessions  must  be  held  to  two  hours  and  those  two  hours 
must  be  included  in  the  eight-hour  weekly  limit,  not  in  addition  to 
that  limit  Finally,  we  feel  that  it  is  critical  that  these  skill  sessions 
are  operated  on  a  purely  voluntary  basis.  Giving  the  student  the 
power  to  request  these  sessions  is  protective  to  the  welfare  and  aca¬ 
demic  considerations  of  the  student-athlete. 

The  off-season  is  a  time  for  recovery  and  refocusing.  Students  may 
need  this  time  to  concentrate  on  their  studies  and  should  not  be  re¬ 
quired  to  participate  in  skill  sessions. 

Carla  H.  Hay  (Marquette  University):  Anticipating  this  legislation 
was  going  to  come  before  this  Convention,  when  1  conducted  our  stu¬ 
dent  exit  interviews  back  in  the  spring,  I  asked  the  students  who  I 
talked  with  about  this  legislation. 

They  did  not  want  this  kind  of  legislation  to  come  into  place  They 
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were  very  concerned  that  one  way  or  the  other  they  would,  in  fact,  be 
strongly  encouraged  by  their  coach  to  engage  in  this  and  it  would  not 
be  a  voluntary  exercise  I  think  in  the  real  world  that  we  are  all  fa¬ 
miliar  with,  this  is  a  potential  problem.  We  may  theoretically  say 
this  is  two  hours  out  of  the  eight,  but  I  suspect  that  a  lot  of  coaches 
will  then  strongly  encourage  the  athletes  who  are  taking  two  of  those 
eight  hours  for  skill  instructions  to  then  on  their  own  time  do  what 
they  would  otherwise  have  been  doing  with  those  two  hours  as  the 
session  is  now  currently  structured. 

Betty  Jaynes  (Womens  Basketball  Coaches  Association}:  We  have 
also  polled  a  random  selection  of  400  of  our  student-athletes  regard' 
ing  this  particular  proposition.  It  has  overwhelmingly  passed  that 
these  basketball  players  would  like  the  opportunity  to  be  able  to  go 
to  their  coach  in  the  off-season  and  ask  for  tips  and  hints  as  to  their 
skill  being  improved.  They  feel  this  is  something  that  is  offered  to 
them  in  other  areas  of  the  academic  world  in  their  college  career,  and 
that  in  basketball  that  this  should  have  the  same  type  of  offering.  I 
urge  your  support  of  this  proposition. 

[Proposal  No.  23  (Page  A-22)  was  adopted  by  Division  I,  162- 
158,  three  abstentions.] 

Freshman  Eligibility — Division  I 

William  B.  De Lauder  (Delaware  State  University):  On  behalf  of 
the  sponsors,  the  Mid-Eastern  Athletic  Conference,  I  move  approval 
of  Proposal  No.  32. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Members  of  the  NCAA,  I  request  your  support  of  Proposal  No.  32 
for  several  reasons.  Number  one,  the  NCAA  constitution  emphasizes 
the  principle  of  institutional  control  of  intercollegiate  athletics  pro¬ 
grams,  yet  the  NCAA  has  taken  away  from  its  member  institutions 
one  of  their  most  fundamental  rights.  That  is  the  right  to  establish 
admission  criteria  consistent  with  the  mission,  goals  and  priorities  of 
the  institution.  Not  even  the  regional  accrediting  agencies  do  this 
By  declaring  all  freshmen  ineligible,  we  will  allow  institutions  to  use 
the  same  admission  criteria  for  its  student-athletes  as  it  does  for  its 
general  students.  That  is  the  way  it  should  be. 

Number  two,  it  is  a  principle  of  the  NCAA  that  “the  admission 
academic  standing  and  academic  progress  of  student-athletes  shall 
be  consistent  with  the  policies  and  standards  adopted  by  the  institu¬ 
tion  for  the  student  body  in  general.”  Despite  this  principle,  the 
NCAA  bylaws  on  initial-eligibility  mandate  that  at  certain  institu¬ 
tions  the  minimum  admissions  criteria  for  student-athletes  exceed 
that  adopted  for  the  general  student  body.  Passage  of  Proposal  No. 
32  will  restore  that  institutional  control  of  its  admission  process. 

Number  three,  the  transition  from  high  school  to  college  is  a  diffi¬ 
cult  one  for  many  students.  For  student-athletes,  it  is  exacerbated  by 
the  additional  time  demands  of  sports  participation.  By  declaring 
freshmen  ineligible  to  participate  in  intercollegiate  athletics, 
prospective  student-athletes  will  have  opportunities  to  adjust  to  the 


rigors  of  academic  work  and  the  challenges  of  living  away  from  home 
before  adding  the  time  and  mental  demands  of  sports  participation 
to  a  generally  busy  schedule. 

Number  four,  the  debates  over  initial-eligibility  rules  continue  to 
be  divisive  and  have  led  to  much  mistrust  and  ill  will  among  the 
membership.  A  vote  for  Proposal  No.  32  will  end  the  bitterness  that 
surrounds  the  initial-eligibility  rules. 

1  believe  that  it  is  in  the  best  interest  of  student-athletes  to  de¬ 
clare  them  ineligible  to  compete  as  First-year  students.  I  believe  that 
access  to  an  opportunity  for  higher  education  will  be  best  served  by 
implementing  a  freshman  ineligibility  rule  It  is  the  most  academi¬ 
cally  sound  proposal  to  be  considered  by  this  Convention. 

Finally,  I  believe  that  institutional  integrity  and  institutional  con¬ 
trol  can  be  best  maintained  by  returning  admissions  decisions  to  the 
individual  institutions  where  they  belong.  1  urge  your  support  of  Pro¬ 
posal  No.  32. 

Richard  E.  Peck  (University  of  New  Mexico):  1  am  a  member  of  the 
Presidents  Commission,  whose  package  I  support  in  general,  but  in 
this  case  will  depart  to  say  I  support  Proposal  No.  32. 

If  we  pass  this  proposition,  we  will  not  need  to  discuss  33,  34,  35, 
35-1,  36  or  36-1  All  of  them  will  have  been  resolved.  We  will  no 
longer  need  to  worry  about  the  definition  of  a  partial  qualifier.  We 
will  no  longer  have  an  issue  of  whether  there  will  be  three  years  of 
eligibility  or  four  years  of  eligibility. 

Whether  a  student  competes  in  athletics  will  still  depend  on  meet¬ 
ing  their  NCAA  eligibility  standards.  But  whether  they  are  admitted 
to  our  several  institutions  will  depend  upon  the  admissions  standards 
of  our  institutions.  Passing  No.  32  moves  the  NCAA  out  of  academic 
matters  back  into  athletics.  I  urge  a  “yes”  vote  for  Proposal  No.  32. 

John  C.  Hitt  (University  of  Central  Florida):  I  rise  to  speak  on  be¬ 
half  of  the  Presidents  Commission  in  opposing  this  proposal.  We  be¬ 
lieve  that  it  could  prove  to  be  very  costly  Institutions  could  be  in  the 
position  of  having  to  provide  five  years  of  aid  to  more  student-ath¬ 
letes  than  they  currently  do,  inasmuch  as  the  proposal  could  act  as 
an  incentive  for  student-athletes  to  stay  in  school  for  five  years  as 
opposed  to  encouraging  them  to  graduate  in  four.  In  effect,  it  institu¬ 
tionalizes  the  redshirt  year  for  all  students  regardless  of  their  aca¬ 
demic  qualifications 

Secondly,  we  just  don’t  think  that  there  is  a  need  to  declare  all 
freshmen  ineligible  regardless  of  their  preparation.  Many  students 
arrive  well  prepared  and  fully  able  to  participate  in  their  sports. 
Some  come  to  the  university  or  college  planning  to  graduate  in  less 
than  four  years  and  begin  postgraduate  study. 

We  believe  further  that  the  Association  has  worked  very  hard  to 
put  in  place  enhanced  academic  preparation  standards.  We  should 
give  those  a  chance  to  work.  They  will  continue  to  send  a  message  to 
high-school  students  to  work  hard,  to  prepare  for  college,  to  get  their 
academic  preparation  done  well. 
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In  other  words,  we  think  making  all  freshmen  ineligible  is  unnec¬ 
essary  and  does  not  send  a  message  to  high-school  students  that  they 
need  to  work  hard  and  prepare  themselves  adequately  for  college 

Thomas  K.  Hearn  Jr.  (Wake  Forest  University):  I  have  been  asked 
by  the  Presidents  Commission  to  speak  in  opposition  to  this  propos¬ 
al.  First  and  foremost  to  declare  all  freshmen  ineligible,  regardless  of 
their  situation  or  circumstance,  undermines  all  the  initial -eligibility 
requirements  and  standards.  It  would  then  be  compromising  the 
good  effects  that  Proposition  48  has  had  on  academic  progress  and 
graduation  rates. 

Secondly,  freshman  ineligibility  has  been  studied  empirically  over 
the  years  several  times.  There  has  never  been  any  evidence  that  stu¬ 
dents  who  redshirt  do  better  than  freshmen  who  compete. 

Thirdly,  there  is  now  in  place  a  voluntary  system  of  freshman  inel¬ 
igibility,  Those  who  believe  it  important  for  whatever  reason  at  their 
own  institutions  can  now,  in  fact,  do  that.  There  are  scarcely  any  rea¬ 
sons  for  making  it  mandatory  for  all  student-athletes  regardless  of 
their  circumstances  simply  because  we  have  decided  in  principle  that 
it  is  a  bad  thing  for  freshmen  to  compete. 

Finally,  this  is  a  budget  buster.  We  would  be  talking  about  all  stu¬ 
dents  in  all  sports.  I  don’t  know  an  athletics  program  in  the  country 
that  could  reasonably  afford  to  implement  this  proposal  were  it  to  be 
adopted. 

Edward  B.  Fort  (North  Carolina  A&T  State  University):  I  rise  to 
support  the  position  taken  by  my  colleagues,  Dr.  DeLauder  and  Dr. 
Peck,  relative  to  support  for  Proposition  No.  32. 

As  a  matter  of  record,  Congresswoman  Cardiss  Collins,  the  chair¬ 
person  of  the  Commerce  Consumer  Protection  Agency  and  Competi¬ 
tiveness  Oversight  Committee,  in  a  January,  1995,  letter  to  the 
NCAA  President,  Joseph  Crowley,  stated  the  following:  “Rather  than 
increasing  standards,  Proposition  No.  48  has  increased  discrimina¬ 
tion  by  excluding  large  numbers  of  otherwise  qualified  African- 
American  student-athletes,  females  and  low-income  white  student- 
athletes  who  would  have  gone  on  to  graduate.  Proposition  16  would 
make  the  situation  worse  by  locking  out  even  more  students  who 
would  have  been  successful  had  they  been  allowed  to  enroll.” 

The  word  again  is  “locking  out.”  The  Florida-based  McIntosh  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Fair  Play  in  Student-Athletic  Admissions  stressed  and 
concluded  that  Proposition  48  has  undermined  the  NCAA’s  self-pro¬ 
fessed  goals  of  high  academic  standards,  a  level  playing  Field  and 
academic  integrity.  The  current  rule,  the  new  rule  and  all  similar 
proposals  are  flawed  by  their  unethical  reliance  on  arbitrary  test- 
score  cutoffs  instead  of  genuine  measures  of  capacity  to  do  college 
work  and  that  higher  test  scores  are  not  the  same  as  higher  academ¬ 
ic  standards. 

Let  me  repeat  that.  Higher  test  scores  are  not  the  same  as  higher 
academic  standards.  With  regard  to  the  latter  statement.  Congress- 
woman  Collins  in  the  aforementioned  letter,  eloquently  summarizes 
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the  crux  of  the  program  by  stating:  “What  is  particularly  trouble¬ 
some  to  me  is  the  fact  that  NCAA  leadership  continues  to  ignore 
data  from  their  own  research,  included  in  the  current  academic  per¬ 
formance  study,  which  clearly  demonstrates  that  requiring  higher 
test  scores  is  not  the  same  as  admitting  better  qualified  students 
who  are  more  likely  to  graduate.  The  fatally  flawed  nature  of  the  use 
of  a  fixed  standardized  measure  for  determining  access  to  collegiate 
athletics  as  embodied  m  the  SAT  test  scores  was  exposed  well  before 
the  current  ill-advised  Proposal  16  scenario.” 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  as  early  as  January  19,  1993,  Gregory  En¬ 
rique,  the  President  of  the  ETSt  warned  the  then-executive  director 
of  the  NCAA  in  a  letter  that  “the  particular  use  of  a  fixed  cutoff  score 
as  contained  in  the  adopted  resolution,  that  is  Prop  48,  may  under¬ 
mine  your  role  of  effectiveness  of  this  worthy  effort  to  raise  stan¬ 
dards.  In  fact,  based  upon  the  endorsed  1991  figures,  the  fixed  re¬ 
quirements  of  combined  SAT  score  of  at  least  700  would  eliminate 
almost  51  percent  of  black  males  and  60  percent  of  black  females 
from  freshman  eligibility  in  that  one  year  alone 

The  bottom  line  on  all  of  this  is  that  all  freshmen  athletes  in  Divi¬ 
sion  I  institutions  should  be  barred  from  varsity  competition,  as  was 
stipulated  by  the  NCAA  years  ago.  In  fact,  going  back  to  19^  That 
policy  decision,  if  made  today  would,  as  indicated  by  the  McIntosh 
Commission  in  its  concluding  recommendations,  results  in  stopping 
the  use  of  test  scores  and  determining  eligibility  for  scholarships  and 
varsity  competition,  dropping  the  one-size-fits-all  national  eligibility 
scholarship  admissions  rule  and  allowing  each  school  to  test  its  own 
standard  based  on  its  ethical  and  academic  aims. 

In  conclusion,  the  invoking  of  a  nonfreshman  eligibility  rule  would 
stop  the  war  and  bring  a  halt  to  the  use  of  a  test  instrument  never 
intended  to  be  utilized  as  it  is  now.  It  would  enable  the  academic  in¬ 
stitutions  to  provide  student-athletes  with  the  time  needed  to  adjust 
to  academic  demands  of  matriculation  and  post-secondary  education. 
It  would  render  asunder  once  and  for  all  the  vicious  cycle  of  exposing 
17-  and  18-year-old  young  people  to  the  trauma  of  long  bus  or  plane 
rides  to  distant  cities  for  athletics  competition,  thus  removing  them 
from  the  days  that  are  needed  on  the  campus  in  preparation  for  ex¬ 
aminations.  ,  ,  ,  A 

It  would  doubtlessly  enhance  graduation  rates  for  these  kids  and 
it  would  end  the  exploitation  of  18-year-old  athletes  who  are  denied 
the  sanctity  of  a  home-base  campus  haven  of  safety  as  far  as  aca¬ 
demic  nourishment  is  concerned,  which  under  the  current  system 
means  preparing  for  exams  in  the  back  of  a  bus  or  in  some  crammed 

hotel  room.  , ,  _  „  n  ,  r  u 

Secondly,  the  invoking  of  this  rule  would  once  and  for  all  hopetuUy 
remove  the  NCAA  from  its  constant  intrusion  into  the  setting  of  ad¬ 
mission  standards  for  student-athletes.  As  far  as  costs  are  con¬ 
cerned,  as  indicated  by  my  colleague  earlier,  bowl  games  alone  gener¬ 
ate  millions. 
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Frederick  S.  Humphries  (Florida  A&M  University)1  I  rise  to  speak 
in  support  of  the  passage  of  Proposal  No.  32.  I  have  two  or  three 
comments  to  make  in  support  of  that  proposition.  First  of  all,  Propos¬ 
al  32,  if  passed,  will  place  the  responsibility  where  it  ought  to  be  in 
terms  of  emphasizing  the  student  and  the  student-athlete  term. 

The  universities  would  assume  responsibility  for  the  education  of 
the  people  who  it  recruited.  And  that  university,  if  they  recruit  per¬ 
sons  outside  of  their  normal  academic  admissions  criteria,  would 
have  the  onus  on  them  and  the  integrity  of  their  academic  programs 
to  set  up  the  appropriate  programs  such  that  education  can  occur.  To 
me,  that  is  the  place  where  it  ought  to  be  and  that  is  what  we  ought 
to  confirm  in  this  particular  activity. 

I  want  to  reiterate  the  point  that  the  only  reason  we  are  dealing 
with  Proposition  No.  48  and  now  Proposition  16  is  because  of  the  fact 
that  we,  in  fact,  have  recruited  athletes  who  do  not  meet  our  normal 
academic  profile  for  freshmen  coming  to  our  institutions.  That  is  the 
only  reason  that  has  necessitated  all  of  this  discussion  and  all  of  this 
passage  of  legislation.  If  we  maintain  the  academic  integrity  of  our 
institutions,  there  would  be  no  need  to  have  a  Proposition  48  or  a 
Proposition  16. 

If  we  pass  Proposition  16  we  are  going  to  disproportionately  affect 
minorities  and  their  opportunity  to  higher  education.  Higher  educa¬ 
tion  is  about  human  resource  development.  The  promise  of  a  plausi¬ 
ble  light.  We  need  to  keep  the  door  open  as  wide  as  possible  for  those 
who  can  benefit  by  it.  We  should  not  take  an  action  that  places  a  bur¬ 
den  on  all  of  the  institutions  of  higher  education  that  we  cannot  take 
certain  kinds  of  athletes  and  provide  them  with  an  educational  op¬ 
portunity  because  we  cannot  confront  the  issue  of  maintaining  our 
own  academic  standards  and  placing  the  burden  on  ourselves  for  the 
educational  programs  that  we  derive  and  support  the  people  that  we 
recruit  to  our  institution. 

I  say  let’s  vote  in  terms  of  academic  integrity  and  let’s  go  forth  in 
assuming  our  own  responsibility  toward  the  youth  that  we  bring  to 
our  campuses. 

Hoke  L.  Smith  (Towson  State  University)1  1  have  been  involved  in 
these  discussions  since  very  early  in  the  history  of  this  legislation. 
There  is  no  doubt  there  is  a  real  problem.  Some  of  our  institutions 
and  some  of  our  students  are  disadvantaged  by  this  legislation. 

At  the  same  time,  we  are  not  talking  about  an  accrediting  associa¬ 
tion.  We  are  talking  about  an  Association  with  a  major  basketball 
contract  running  into  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars.  We  have  talked 
about  allowing  students  to  work  for  $1,500.  It  is  not  the  same  thing 
as  our  normal  accreditation  discussion.  I  think  in  these  real  prob¬ 
lems  we  also  have  to  separate  the  fact  that  we  are  not  talking  about 
admissions.  We  are  talking  about  admissions  with  athletics  support 
for  a  limited  number  of  people. 

I  do  not  believe  there  is  a  perfect  answer  But  in  the  society  where 
both  credibility  of  higher  education  is  increasingly  questioned  and 
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the  credibility  of  intercollegiate  athletics  is  questioned,  I  believe  that 
this  is  the  best  course.  I  oppose  this  and  support  the  other  resolu- 
tions  I  think  that  we  have  to  keep  this  within  the  context  of  what  is 
happening  to  us  nationally  with  cost  containment,  budget  cuts  and 
increasing  public  skepticism  about  accountability  in  higher  educa¬ 
tion  generally.  w  t  .  .  __  ^  .  r 

Let  me  make  one  comment  about  cost.  I  think  that  for  those  of  us 
in  the  Divisions  I-AA  and  I -AAA  programs,  that  it  would  be  extreme¬ 
ly  costly  not  to  have  freshmen  eligible,  particularly  in  the  nonrev¬ 
enue  sports,  but  also  in  the  revenue  sports.  This  differs  a  great  deal 
in  different  states.  In  Maryland,  we  cannot  use  state  dollars  to  sup¬ 
port  the  intercollegiate  athletics  program.  Therefore,  it  has  to  come 
out  of  student  fees  or  donations.  1  think  that  it  is  a  cost  item  for 
many  of  us.  In  a  period  of  cost,  containment  it  is  a  very  real  problem. 

It  is  a  real  problem  for  those  who  have  read  the  last  issue  of  1  he 
Chronicle  of  Higher  Education,  which  is  discussing  the  move  to drop 
men’s  sports  because  of  the  cost  pressure  m  terms  of  Title  IX  and 
gender  equity.  So,  on  balance,  it  is  not  a  perfect  answer.  But  I  think 
that  the  proposition  that  is  proposed  to  eliminate  freshman  eligibili¬ 
ty  would  ultimately  disadvantage  many  more  student-athletes  than 
the  course  that  the  Association  has  adopted.  I  urge  you  to  reject  this 

Pr°CMon  McNeill  (Coppm  State  College):  I  rise  in  support  of  Pro¬ 
posal  No.  32.  This  proposal  places  the  responsibility  of  improving 
academic  standards  back  on  the  institution.  It  provides  the  opportu- 
nity  to  use  the  best  predictor  for  a  students  ability,  the  capacity  to 
perform  in  the  classroom  By  supporting  this  proposal,  you  are  send¬ 
ing  the  message  to  young  people  that  you  must  perform  academically 
first  in  college  and  athletically  second.  If  the  real  goal  is  to  increase 
graduation  rates  and  improve  the  NCAA  image,  remove  freshman  el¬ 
igibility  and  say  “yes”  to  academics. 

Gary  R.  Roberts  (Tulane  University):  I  am  a  little  baffled  by  the 
discussion  of  access  to  education  by  minority  students.  If  there  is  a 
fixed  number  of  scholarships  in  each  sport  and  those  scholarships 
arc  used  up  by  students  over  a  four-year  period,  then  they  will  turn 
over  every  four  years.  If  it  takes  a  five-year  period  for  those  scholar¬ 
ships  to  be  used  up,  you  will  have  roughly  20  percent  of  the  kids  able 
to  use  scholarships.  If  you  think  the  math  through,  let’s  say  you  have 
got  20  scholarships  in  the  sport  and  those  scholarships  are  used  up 
over  a  four-year  period.  You  are  going  to  have  five  students  every 
year  eligible  to  get  a  scholarship. 

If  each  student  takes  five  years  to  use  their  scholarships,  you  can 
only  give  them  to  four  students  a  year.  I  absolutely  guarantee  you 
that  if  you  make  freshmen  ineligible  and  make  it  a  five-year  cycle  in¬ 
stead  of  a  four-year  cycle,  there  will  be  fewer  African-American  stu¬ 
dents  getting  scholarships  over  any  given  period  of  time.  There  will 
not  only  be  fewer,  but  lower  test  scores.  Why  that  is  good  for  African- 
American  students,  I  don’t  know. 
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Oswald  P.  Bronson  Sr.  (Bethune-Cookman  College):  When  we  talk 
about  the  five-year  obligation,  1  believe  already  that  it  takes  about 
five  years  now  for  the  average  student  or  an  increasing  number  of 
students  to  graduate.  I  would  presume  that  some  arrangements  are 
being  provided  to  help  these  students  meet  their  financial  obliga¬ 
tions.  So,  the  five  years  is  already  a  reality. 

There  is  another  basic  reason— how  can  we  help  students  to  quali¬ 
fy?  Presently,  48  and  16  do  not  allow  institutions  the  right  to  enable 
the  students  to  meet  the  academic  standards.  We  are  talking  about 
how  we  can  enable  them  to  achieve  whatever  the  NCAA  has  set  as 
the  standards  for  the  students  to  meet.  My  experience  has  been  this. 
We  have  seen  students  come  in  with  low  SAT  scores.  But  when  we 
are  able  to  address  their  motivation,  suddenly  everything  goes  up. 
The  light  comes  on,  because  they  are  put  into  an  atmosphere  of  ac¬ 
ceptance  and  confidence.  So,  I  urge  you,  my  friends,  to  look  at  No.  32 
from  the  point  of  view  of  helping  us  to  help  students  qualify. 

[Proposal  No.  32  (Page  A-32)  was  defeated  by  Division  I,  17- 
311.1 

Initial-Eligibility  Index— Division  I 

Patricia  Viverito  (Gateway  Football  Conference):  On  behalf  of  the 
Council,  I  move  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  34 
[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  originally  was  recommended  by  the  Special  Commit¬ 
tee  to  Review  Initial- Eligibility  Standards,  better  known  as  the  Prop 
174  committee.  The  Council  added  a  cut  score  of  610  on  the  SAT  to 
the  proposal,  but  otherwise  the  proposal  is  what  was  recommended 
by  the  special  committee.  As  was  indicated  in  the  note  that  accompa¬ 
nies  this  proposal,  the  Council  is  submitting  this  legislation  without 
taking  the  position  of  support  or  opposition.  The  Council  believes 
that  the  full  range  of  alternative  proposals  related  to  the  additional 
eligibility  are  worthy  of  discussion  For  this  reason,  the  Council  pre¬ 
sents  Proposal  No.  34  for  consideration. 

Edward  B.  Fort  (North  Carolina  A&T  State  University):  I  rise  to 
additionally  support  Proposition  No  34.  Within  the  historical  con¬ 
text,  the  following  is  revealed.  A  group  of  university  CEOs  met  with 
the  executive  director  of  the  NCAA  and  the  then-president  of  that 
same  body  regarding  the  concerns  associated  with  the  possibility  of 
the  immediate  enactment  of  Proposition  16.  It  was  agreed  at  that 
time  that  more  time  was  needed  to  study  the  matter  further.  Dis¬ 
agreement  resulted  in  our  plea,  along  with  that  of  many  on  the  floor 
of  the  Convention  a  year  ago,  as  a  result  of  those  representations 
The  voting  delegation  of  the  1994  Convention  made  history  by  en¬ 
dorsing  Resolution  174. 

That  resolution  was  geared  to  ensure  that  the  question  of  the  ef¬ 
fects  of  the  initial-eligibility  legislation  on  students  would  be  studied 
again  and  thoroughly  analyzed  by  the  NCAA  prior  to  the  attempt  to 
implement  Proposition  No.  16  in  the  fall  of  1995.  Resolution  No.  174 
specifically  called  for  a  review  of  three  major  issues.  Number  one,  all 
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resources  available  related  to  the  impact  of  Proposition  No.  16.  Num¬ 
ber  two,  a  review  of  that  same  research  with  a  special  emphasis 
upon  minority  impacts.  Thirdly,  a  review  of  the  level  of  understand- 
ing  among  prospective  student-athletes’  high-school  coaches  and 
guidance  counselors  related  to  this  new  eligibility  rule. 

As  a  result  of  the  passage  of  Resolution  174,  and  thanks  to  the 
concerns  of  the  delegation,  a  special  committee  was  formed  to  over¬ 
see  and  review  these  three  issues.  That  special  committee  is 
cochaired  by  Dr.  William  DeLauder,  the  CEO  of  Delaware  State  Uni¬ 
versity,  and  Dr.  Richard  Peck,  the  president  of  the  University  of  New 
Mexico.  It  provides  a  diverse  group  of  male  and  female  personnel,  in¬ 
cluding  additional  CEOs  athletics  directors,  head  coaches,  other  ath¬ 
letics  administrators,  faculty  representatives  and  student-athletes; 
all  by  the  way,  inclusive  of  ethnic  minorities. 

It  is  worthy  of  note  that  the  special  committee  reached  a  consen¬ 
sus  view  Their  deliberations  revealed  that  a  choice  of  initial-eligibili¬ 
ty  rules  must  be  guided  by  clear  definition  of  goals.  The  latter  would 
unavoidably  involve  two  contrasting  effects. 

Number  one,  graduations  rates  and,  secondly,  minority  opportuni¬ 
ties  Notwithstanding  the  awesome  significance  of  graduation  rates, 
the  committee  was  clear  in  its  deliberations  that  there  were  substan¬ 
tial  limitations  that  must  be  taken  under  advisement  if  the  NCAA 
structure  was  to  use  these  rates  as  the  basis  upon  which  access  to 
student-athletes  would  be  determined.  Therefore,  the  special  com¬ 
mittee  decided  in  that  case  to  opt  on  focusing  on  the  side  of  opportu¬ 
nity  rather  than  graduation  rates.  Notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the 
NCAA  Council  made  the  decision  not  to  endorse  the  committee  s  rec¬ 
ommendations  relative  to  a  revised  initial  indexing  system,  it  did  de¬ 
velop  a  proposal  that  represents  a  reasonable  compromise  as 

couched  in  the  language  of  Prop  34. 

So,  therefore,  in  concert  with  that  compromise,  we  are  urging  in 
the  strongest  terms  possible  that  we  endorse  Proposition  No.  34  for 
the  following  reasons:  Prop  34  will  give  a  reasonable  high  graduation 
rate  and  will  lead  to  a  greater  number  of  black  graduates  than  pre¬ 
dicted  by  the  1992  Convention  relative  to  improvement  of  Prop  lb^ 
Secondly,  Proposal  32  will  give  a  lower  number  of  false  negatives  and 
a  lower*  black/white  difference  in  false  negatives  than  predicted  by 
Prop  16.  Thirdly,  Prop  34  does  not  represent  a  lowering  of  current 
academic  standards.  For  example,  a  student-athlete  who  only  meets 
the  minimum  SAT  and  GPA  for  the  core  required  under  the  current 
initial  eligibility  rule  13.14.3.1.1,  does  not  qualify  under  this  rule. 

Prop  34,  lastly,  is  based  upon  sound  research  conducted  by  tne 
NCAA  It  represents  an  equitable  balance  between  the  desire  to  pro¬ 
vide  access  and  opportunity  to  higher  education,  particularly  to  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  from  lower  socioeconomic  backgrounds.  At  the  same 
time,  the  proposal  provides  for  an  initial-eligibility  standard  that 
will  admit  students  who  are  predicted  to  graduate  at  a  usually  high 
rate  On  that  basis,  we  strongly  urge  the  passage  of  Proposition  34. 
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Freeman  Hrabowski  (University  of  Maryland,  Baltimore  County): 

It  would  be  a  serious  mistake  to  approve  Proposal  No.  34  because  the 
message  of  that  legislation  is  lower  academic  standards  for  students. 
Unfortunately,  earning  a  2.5  or  taking  13  core  courses  though  desir¬ 
able,  will  not  ensure  a  number  of  school  systems  that  those  students 
can  read.  We  know  that  students  earning  a  700  SAT  have  serious 
reading  problems.  We  already  know  that.  To  go  below  that  level 
sends  the  message  to  African-American  students  in  a  lot  of  cases 
that  tests  are  not  important,  or  even  that  African-Americans  cannot 
perform  well  on  those  tests. 

As  an  African-American  math  professor  and  someone  who  has 
worked  with  large  numbers  of  young  people,  black  and  white  on 
standardized  tests,  I  know  that  if  we  teach  those  students  to  read 
and  to  compute,  they  can  do  well  on  those  tests.  If  we  expect  a  great 
deal  of  students  they  will  perform.  To  do  otherwise,  is  not  academi- 

ludith  E.  N.  Albino  (University  of  Colorado,  Boulder):  I  speak  on 
behalf  of  the  Presidents  Commission  in  opposing  this  proposal.  In 
doing  so,  we  want,  nonetheless,  to  recognize  the  work  of  the  special 
committee,  chaired  by  Drs.  DeLauder  and  Peck  that  developed  this 
proposal  They  put  in  a  great  deal  of  time  and  effort.  In  their  woi 
product  they  have  brought  important  issues  to  our  attention  Lhe 
Commission  believes  that  its  proposal  rather  than  this  proposal,  and 
its  proposal  as  set  forth  in  Proposals  Nos.  35,  35-1,  36  and  36  1,  rep 
resent  a  better  solution  to  what  should  be  done  about  the  Associa¬ 
tion’s  initial-eligibility  standards,  including  the  standards  for  a  par- 

That  proposal  provides  a  strong  incentive  for  academic  achieve¬ 
ment  and  provides  an  opportunity  for  access  to  higher  education 
through  athletics  grants-in-aid  for  students  who  have  prepared  for 
college  and  who  have  achieved  a  GPA  of  2.5  or  higher,  but  who  have 
not  done  so  well  on  the  SAT  or  ACT.  The  Commission  simply  does 
not  believe  that  the  index  contained  within  Prop  34  is  an  adequate 
standard  hy  which  to  determine  whether  an  individual  is  ready  to  at¬ 
tend  our  colleges  while  practicing  and  competing  as  freshmen  partic- 

ipants  in  Division  I.  ,  , 

An  SAT  score  of  610,  even  coupled  with  a  core-curriculum  grade- 
point  average  of  2.5  is  simply  not  acceptable.  The  Commission 
strongly  believes  that  the  Association  should  stand  firm  on  the  stan¬ 
dards  for  a  qualifier  and  that  the  index  contained  within  Prop  16 
should  be  allowed  to  take  effect,  although  one  year  later  than  origi- 
nally  scheduled  to  be  implemented.  .  ,  T  .  .  i 

William  B.  DeLauder  (Delaware  State  University):  I  rise  to  speak 

in  favor  of  Proposal  No.  34.  x  A1, 

Let  me,  however,  commend  my  colleague,  President  Albino,  m 
terms  of  her  appreciation  of  the  work  of  the  Special  NCAA  Commit¬ 
tee  to  Review  Initial -Eligibility  Standards.  . 

I  do  believe  that  our  report  has  had  some  impact  on  the  thinking 
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of  particularly  the  Presidents  Commission.  I  am  going  to  try  not  to 
repeat  some  of  the  things  that  have  already  been  said.  I  do  think 
that  because  this  Convention  did  give  a  charge  to  the  special  com¬ 
mittee,  there  are  some  things  that  I  would  like  to  say  for  the  record. 

I  hope  you  will  bear  with  me. 

The  special  committee  consisted  of  a  diverse  group  of  men  and 
women  that  included  university  presidents,  head  coaches,  directors 
of  athletics,  other  athletics  administrators,  faculty  representatives, 
student-athletes  and  ethnic  and  racial  minorities.  The  mix  ol  the 
committee  members  accurately  reflected  the  diversity  of  the  member 
institutions  of  the  NCAA.  Given  the  diversity  of  the  special  commit¬ 
tee  and  the  complexity  and  sensitivity  of  the  issues,  it  is  significant 
that  the  special  committee  reached  a  consensus  view  I  believe  there 
is  strength  in  diversity  and  that  better  decisions  are  achieved  when 
all  the  stakeholders  have  an  opportunity  to  participate  m  the  deci¬ 
sion-making  process  It  was  clear  from  our  deliberations  that  the 
choice  of  initial-eligibility  rules  must  be  guided  by  clear  definition  ot 

^  There  are  two  competing  factors:  academic  qualities  as  measured 
by  graduation  rates  and  minority  opportunities.  It  was  clear  from  my 
work  that  despite  the  high  quality  of  the  research  conducted  on  grad¬ 
uation  rates,  there  are  several  inherent  limitations  that  must  be  con¬ 
sidered  in  using  the  results  for  making  predictions  on  student  access 
and  graduation  rates.  With  respect  to  the  limitations  of  the  research, 
the  special  committee  decided  to  err  on  the  side  of  opportunity  rather 
than  graduation  rate.  This  decision  should  not  come  as  a  surprise. 
One  must  recall  the  charge  of  the  special  committee. 

The  1994  NCAA  Convention  passed  Resolution  No.  174  because  ot 
concerns  about  the  integrity  of  the  research  on  graduation  rates,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  concerns  about  the  fairness  of  proposed  changes  m  ini¬ 
tial  eligibility,  and  because  of  concerns  about  the  level  of  understand¬ 
ing  among  high-school  personnel  and  student-athletes  about 
proposed  changes  in  initial  eligibility.  The  special  committee  carried 
out  its  charge  with  integrity  and  thoroughness.  We  believe  that  our 
proposal  provides  a  reasonable  balance  between  academic  quality 
and  educational  opportunity.  Proposal  34  will  give  a  lower  number  of 
false  negatives  and  a  lower  black-white  difference  in  false  negatives 
than  predicted  by  Proposal  No.  16 

Proposal  16,  if  applied  to  the  1984-85  cohort  of  students,  would 
eliminate  from  entrance  47  percent  of  the  African-Americans  whom, 
in  fact,  did  graduate  from  that  cohort.  It  would  eliminate  47  percent 
of  those  students  who  would  have  graduated  had  they  been  admit¬ 
ted  On  the  other  hand,  it  would  only  eliminate  seven  percent  ot 
white  students  who  graduated  and  predicted  under  that  cohort.  This 
indicates  that  we  place  a  higher  value  on  those  who  can  be  successful 
over  those  who  will  not  be  successful. 

Proposal  No.  34  does  not  represent  a  lowering  of  the  current  aca¬ 
demic  standards  as  already  has  been  pointed  out  A  student  who 
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meets  the  minimum  requirements  under  Prop  48  w°^  "ot  be  e^ 
ble  under  Proposal  No.  34.  Proposal  No.  34  retains  the  13-course 
core  Critics  of  34  have  argued  that  if  you  raise  academic  standa 
for  students,  that  students  who  do  not  meet  the  standards  w,1'b®r®‘ 
placed  by  those  who  do.  I  predict  that  this  will  be  true ^ 
the  most  likely  scenario  is  that  poor  students  will  be  replaced  by  t 
dents  from  middle-  and  upper-class  backgrounds.  I  find  this  totally 
unacceptable  These  critics  who  argue  that  this  is  an  mitial-academ- 
1C  standard,  1  should  point  out  are  the  same  persons  who  opposed  our 
efforts  to  stricken  the  academic  core  with  the  1993  Proposal  No.  1  . 

That  proposal,  which  was  approved  by  the  Convention,  strength¬ 
ened  the  mathematics  requirement  by  specifying  thaRb®  cor.e  ™  19 
ematics  course  must  include  algebra  and  geometry.  Proposal  No  19 
also  increased  the  English  requirement  from  three  courses  to  four, 
raising  academic  standards  is  the  key  issue  of  our  critics,  then  y 

did  not  those  same  persons  support  our  efforts '  *? ^^S^Tupporta 
tial-eligibility  requirements  under  Proposal  19  in  1993.  1  suppo 
strong^3-core  requirement.  The  strongest  message  that  can  be  se 
to  the  high  schools  and  our  students  is  the  need  for  all  college-bound 

we  emphasize  a  minimum  S AT . e,mrem„ Mo 
not  tell  youngsters  what  they  must  do  in  order  to  meet  this  require 
ment.  I  do  not  oppose  the  use  of  the  SAT.  1  do,  however  opp»e  £ 
misuse  1  oppose  its  use  as  a  gatekeeper  because  it  disproportionate 
ly  keeps  ouTstudents  from  low  socioeconomic  backgrounds^  Proposal 

34  is  based  on  sound  research  conducted  by  the  NCAA  and  ’Repre¬ 
sents  equitable  balance  between  the  desire  to  provide  access  and  p 
portunity  for  higher  education,  particularly  to  students  from  low  so- 
doeconomic  backgrounds,  and  also  at  the  same  time  it  provides  the 
eligibility  standards  that  will  admit  students  who  are  predicted  to 
graduate  at  a  reasonable  higher  rate.  1  appreciate  your  support  of 

th  FraocNX.1  Bienzo  (Georgetown  University):  I  want  to  apologize i  to 
everyone  who  I  promised  that  I  would  never  get  up  here  and  speak 
again  I  also  want  to  apologize  to  those  of  you  who  have  had  to  listen 
to  me  for  the  past  12  years  as  we  talked  about  academic  standards. 

Proposition  No.  34  is  for  the  support  of  academic  standards.  If  you 
will  remember,  and  please  excuse  my  historical  lesson,  in  1983,  wit 
£  5  of  the  presidents  when  Proposition  48  was  passed,  there 
was  then  discussion  about  the  misuse  of  the  SAT  and  tta  TMw* 

The  presidents  then  said:  “Give  us  five  years.  We  will  look  at  the 
value  of  the  SAT  and  come  back  with  an  appropriate  score  in  the 
SAT”  In  1989,  when  we  passed  Proposition  42,  again 1  J;be  1SSU  f 

inappropriate  use  of  test  scores  was  reaffirmed  by  the  President 

the  SAT  parent  organization.  He  said  the  ““  °{ ^Lo^hen  we 
NCAA  was  inappropriate,  and  yet  we  passed  42.  In  1992, 
passed  16,  we  again  said:  “We  will  look  at  the  data.  Again,  the  SAT 
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neoole  said  that  the  use  of  the  SAT,  the  way  the  NCAA  is  presently 
using  it,  is  an  inappropnate  use  of  that  test.  We  continued  to  use  it, 
however  So  what  did  we  do?  Then  in  the  1994  Convention,  conside 
ine  the  work  of  the  academic  standards  committee,  we  appointed  a 
lo  r,v,ew  .1!  of  zho  rezo^oh.  Lo  and  tahoW,  -tat 
do  you  think  they  came  back  and  told  us.  The  use  > 

wav  we  were  using  it,  was  inappropriate. 

You  are  not  for  academic  standards  .f  you  are  proposing  to  use  a 
vehicle  that  discriminates  against  those  who  do  not  have  an  opportu¬ 
nity  to  prepare  for  that  test  adequately.  Therefore,  I  request  that  you 
support  Proposal  No.  34  so  that  we  can  use  the  SAT  the  way  they  are 
designed.  Let’s  use  them  appropriately  and  enforce  academic  s 
Sards  so  that  we  can  have  appropriate  individuals  in  our  student 

b0Edwa.a.riUB!PFo."8(  North  Carolina  A&T  State  University):  Let  me 
have  30  more  seconds.  I  want  to  commend  the  two  speakers  who  just 
left  the  podium  for  their  eloquence  as  it  relates  to  this  whole  issue  of 
the  misuse  of  the  SAT.  Additionally,  I  want  to  strenuously  take  issue 
with  my  learned  mathematician  colleague  who  RgSested  somehow 
those  of  us  who  are  promoting  the  adequacy  and  efficacy  and  the 
good,  if  you  will,  of  Proposition  34  are  somehow  advocates  of  lower- 

m Tha^i^absolutely  gobbledygook  My  suggestion  Rthe  contrary^ 
this  that  the  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  proposals  such  as  16  are  basi 
cally  designed  not  necessarily  to  raise  standards,  but  like  it  or  n  , 
increase  nonaccess.  If  you  combine  that  with  the  reality  that  as  ®  R 
as  1980-81  when  Alan  Narrative  &  Associates,  working  with  Ralph 
Nader  in  his  900-page  brief,  stated  the  following:  “These  thousands 
of  studies  relative  to  ETS  aptitude  tests  on  the  average  predict 
grades  only  eight  to  15  percent  better  than  random  prediction  with  a 
pair  of  dice.”  That  is  not  the  purpose  m  which  these  tests  were  con- 

Vote  <(yes  on  No.  34.  t  ^  .  j 

Cliff  Gillespie  (American  Association  of  Collegiate  Registrars  and 
Admissions  Officers):  I  represent  at  this  conference  ^  American  As¬ 
sociation  of  Collegiate  Registrars  and  Admissions  I  Id 

like  to  read  a  very  brief  statement  from  AACRAO,  ACT  and  the  Col 

‘'■The  American  Association  of  Collegiate  Registrars  and  Admis¬ 
sions  Officers,  AACRAO,  ACT,  the  American  College  Testing  Corpm 
ration  and  the  College  Board  strongly  support  the  steps  the  NCAA 
has  taken  to  improve  academic  preparedness  for  college  among  - 
dent-athletes.  Strengthened  eligibility  requirements  for  RudenLath- 
letes  help  to  ensure  their  retention  and  graduation  from  the  academ 
,c  program  of  their  choice,  still  their  primary  reason  for  college  or 

Un“SincetythettNCAACstrengthened  its  requirements,  all  student-ath¬ 
letes  including  the  minority  athletes,  are  graduating  at  higher  rates 
than’  in  the  past.  AACRAO,  ACT  and  the  College  Board  urge  the 
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NCAA  membership  at  this  meeting  to  once  again  confirm  its  commit¬ 
ment  to  stronger  academic  preparation  than  the  requirements  con¬ 
tained  currently  in  Prop  48.  We  realize  there  will  be  discussions  later 
today  to  delay  implementation  of  the  standards  perhaps  for  one  year. 
Commitment  to  academic  standards  is  more  important  than  the  tim¬ 
ing  of  the  implementation.” 

This  joint  statement  has  been  signed  by  Wayne  Becraft,  executive 
director  of  AACRAO,  Richard  Ferguson,  president  of  ACT,  and  Don¬ 
ald  Stewart,  president  of  the  College  Board. 

Mr.  Rienzo:  It  is  interesting  in  that  statement  that  they  never  ad¬ 
dress  the  issue  of  the  misuse  of  standardized  tests.  We  are  all  for 
academic  standards.  The  question  is  whether  this  Association  is  mis¬ 
using  the  SAT. 

We  have  had  an  academic  standards  committee  tell  us  we  are.  We 
have  had  an  Academic  Research  Committee  tell  us  we  are,  and  that 
statement  does  not  tell  us  that  we  are  correctly  using  the  SAT  in 
standardized  testing. 

Charles  A.  Kiesler  (University  of  Missouri,  Columbia):  What  was 
left  out  of  the  statement,  as  it  was  read,  was  the  very  purpose  of  the 
statement,  and  that  is  to  assure  the  Convention  that  the  recentering 
of  the  SAT  did  not  necessitate  a  delay.  That  cohort  table  will  be  pub¬ 
lished  for  the  translation  of  new  scores  back  into  old,  and  vice  versa, 
so  that  there  is  no  need  to  delay  any  of  these  until  1996.  That  was 
the  purpose  of  the  joint  statement.  1  want  to  reassure  you  that  that 

is  true  .  ,  . 

Mr.  Gillespie:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  beg  to  differ  with  the  delegate. 
That  was  not  the  sole  purpose  of  the  statement.  The  recentering  of 
SAT  is  an  issue  that  will  be  addressed  long  before  fall  eligibility. 

The  research  that  Mr.  Kingston  may  want  to  speak  to  should  be 
completed  in  three  to  four  weeks.  The  purpose  of  the  statement  from 
ACT,  AACRAO  and  the  College  Board  was  to  support  the  NCAA’s  po¬ 
sition  on  stronger  academic  standards,  which  we  believe  has  im¬ 
proved  the  graduation  rates  of  student-athletes. 

[Proposal  No.  34  (Page  A-36)  was  defeated  by  Division  I,  48- 
280.1 

Initial-Eligibility  Index — Division  i 

William  B.  DeLauder  (Delaware  State  University):  On  behalf  of 
the  sponsors,  I  move  approval  of  Proposal  No.  33. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Proposal  No.  33  seeks  to  retain  the  current  minimum  core  GPA 
and  SAT  scores  for  initial  eligibility. 

Approval  of  this  proposal,  however,  will  not  change  the  increase  in 
core  courses  from  11  to  13.  This  we  strongly  support.  That  is  the  13- 
course  core.  I  offer  the  following  reasons  for  requesting  your  suppoit 
of  this  proposal. 

Number  one,  Proposition  48  has  been  successful  m  that  since  the 
imposition  of  Prop  48,  graduation  rates  have  increased  and  the  num¬ 
ber  of  student-athletes  who  graduate  has  increased.  This  is  reason 
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enough  to  stay  with  the  current  criteria.  But  there  are  other  equally 
compelling  reasons.  There  is  much  that  we  need  to  understand  about 
the  impact  of  the  current  initial-eligibility  rules  before  they  are 
changed.  For  example,  we  do  not  know  who  the  replacements  are. 
That  is,  are  we  replacing  students  from  low  socioeconomic  back¬ 
grounds  with  students  from  middle-  and  upper-class  backgrounds? 
This  is  an  important  question  and  it  is  one  that  must  be  studied.  Do 
we  even  know  how  much  Prop  48  by  itself  has  impacted  graduation 
rates?  This  Association  has  implemented  a  series  of  academic  en¬ 
hancement  rules  to  include  satisfactory-progress  rules,  rules  to  en¬ 
sure  progress  toward  earning  a  degree  in  a  particular  discipline,  lim¬ 
its  on  summer  school  courses,  et  cetera. 

Additionally,  academic  support  services  have  been  strengthened 
with  assistance  from  the  NCAA.  Graduation  rates  are  impacted  by 
all  of  these  measures,  not  just  by  initial-eligibility  scores.  We  have 
without  justification  attributed  the  improvement  and  graduation 
rates  exclusively  to  initial-eligibility  requirements. 

Number  two,  in  most  Division  I  schools,  the  student-athletes  grad¬ 
uate  at  rates  equal  to  or  greater  than  that  of  the  general  student 
body.  I  am  going  to  repeat  that.  At  most  Division  I  schools,  student- 
athletes  graduate  at  rates  equal  to  or  greater  than  that  of  the  gener¬ 
al  student  body.  The  1993-94  NCAA  graduation  data  reports  the 
overall  graduation  rate  of  student-athletes  as  57  percent  and  that  of 
all  students  at  Division  I  institutions  at  56  percent.  It  is  also  impor¬ 
tant  to  note  that  for  1993-94  data,  black  student-athletes  graduated 
at  a  higher  rate  than  black  students  in  general:  45  percent  for  black 
student-athletes  versus  37  percent  for  all  black  students  at  Division 
I  schools. 

One  could  argue  that  the  greatest  shame  is  our  failure  to  educate 
the  black  student  in  general.  In  fact,  if  you  are  an  African-American 
student,  your  chances  of  graduating  from  a  Division  I  school  is  high¬ 
er  as  a  student-athlete  than  it  is  m  the  generally  accepted  student 
body.  Those  statistics  again  for  black  student-athletes,  the  gradua¬ 
tion  rate  is  45  percent  and  for  the  black  students  in  general  it  is  37 
percent. 

Number  three,  the  1992  approval  of  Proposal  16  is  not  fully  sup¬ 
ported  by  the  NCAA’s  own  research.  The  “double  cut,”  that  is  a  mini¬ 
mum-core  GPA  and  a  minimum  SAT,  is  totally  arbitrary.  In  fact,  it 
eliminates  many  students  who  are  predicted  to  have  the  same 
chance  of  graduating  as  those  admitted  under  Proposal  16. 

Number  four,  double  cut  rules,  where  you  have  a  cut  on  both  GPA 
and  SAT,  affect  minorities  more  than  they  do  white  student-athletes. 
It,  therefore,  becomes  important  where  the  cut  is  made,  particularly 
for  the  SAT  score.  Proposal  16  has  an  SAT  core/GPA  combination 
that  disproportionately  affects  minorities.  It  is,  therefore,  discrimi¬ 
natory.  Proposal  16  is  not  an  increase  in  academic  standards.  It  is  a 
further  measure  designed  to  eliminate  certain  students  from  our 
campuses. 
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Number  five,  proponents  of  Proposal  16  predict  that  less-qualified 
students  will  be  replaced  by  more-qualified  students.  This  is  proba¬ 
bly  true.  But  I  predict  that  we  will  replace  students  from  low  socioe¬ 
conomic  backgrounds  with  middle-  and  upper-class  students.  This,  to 

me,  I  find  unacceptable.  , 

Number  six,  some  supporters  of  Proposal  16  have  suggested  that 
the  number  of  African-Americans  impacted  by  using  athletics  to  ac¬ 
cess  higher  education  is  insignificant  compared  to  the  total  number 
of  African-Americans  in  college.  This  argument  demonstrates  to  me 
either  an  insensitivity  to  and/or  ignorance  of  the  plight  of  the 
African-Americans,  particularly  African-American  males.  Every 
black  male  saved  is  a  victory.  The  numbers  here  may  be  small,  but 
they  are  significant. 

Further,  for  some  of  our  schools,  the  only  way  that  many  Atrican- 
Americans  can  gain  access  is  through  athletics.  We  have  universities 
represented  in  this  room  where  more  than  50  percent  of  all  their 
black  students  are  student-athletes.  Without  athletics,  these  schools 
would  virtually  have  no  black  students  For  all  these  reasons,  I  rec¬ 
ommend  and  ask  for  your  support  of  Proposal  No.  33 

Eamon  M.  Kelly  (Tulane  University):  On  behalf  of  the  Presidents 
Commission,  I  urge  the  delegates  to  defeat  Proposal  No.  33.  Re¬ 
search  consistently  shows  that  a  sliding  scale,  based  on  a  students 
core-course  GPA  and  SAT  or  ACT  score  is  the  best  accurate  predictor 
of  a  student-athlete's  graduation. 

While  we  can  and  will  debate  what  the  components  of  that  scale 
should  be,  it  is  dear  to  the  Commission  after  four  years  of  intensive 
review  of  this  issue  that  the  current  initial-eligibility  legislation, 
which  does  not  use  the  sliding  scale,  is  flawed  and  should  be  replaced 

for  that  reason.  .  , 

Adopting  Proposal  33  would  represent  a  significant  step  backwaid 
in  the  academic  reform  movement  The  proposal  should  be  defeated 
Lt.  Gen.  Claudius  E.  Watts  III  (The  Citadel):  On  behalf  of  the 
Council,  the  Academic  Requirements  Committee  and  the  Southern 
Conference,  I  speak  in  opposition  to  this  proposal.  The  research  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  Academic  Requirements  Committee  and  the  Council 
over  the  past  three  years  has  consistently  concluded  that  the  most 
appropriate  initial-eligibility  rule  is  an  equally  weighted  index  o 
core-course  grade-point  averages  as  standardized  test  scores.  I 
heartily  recommend  that  this  proposal  be  rejected. 

Edward  B.  Fort  (North  Carolina  A&T  State  University):  I  guess 
the  bottom  line  in  this  discussion,  as  so  eloquently  defined  earlier  by 
my  colleague.  Dr.  DeLauder,  is  this:  If  48,  which  we  have  been  in¬ 
volved  in  since  1983,  is  now  somehow  magically  flawed,  then  how 
does  that  coincide  with  the  reality  that  is  defined  by  Dr.  DeLauder. 
Forty-five  percent  of  the  black  athletes  graduated  within  the  con¬ 
fines  of  Proposition  48  as  opposed  to  37  percent  on  the  average  rela¬ 
tive  to  nonblack  students  on  these  campuses. 

I  am  amazed  that  somehow  we  now  have  a  reverse  with  respect  to 
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our  all-encompassing  dependence  upon  the  efficacy  of  Prop  48  and 
now  that  it  has  flaws  that  must  be  fixed  by  the  issuance  of  16.  In 
order  to  maintain  the  civility  of  48,  we  suggest  and  urge  passage  of 
No.  33. 

[Proposal  No.  33  (Page  A-34)  was  defeated  by  Division  I,  46- 
277.] 

Initial-Eligibility  Index— Division  I 

Patricia  Viverito  (Gateway  Football  Conference):  On  behalf  of  the 
NCAA  Council  and  the  Presidents  Commission,  I  move  the  adoption 
of  Proposal  No.  35. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Ms. Viverito:  I  now  move  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  35-1. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Proposal  No.  35-1  simply  removes  from  Proposal  35  any  considera¬ 
tion  of  a  change  m  the  definition  of  a  partial  qualifier.  This  amend- 
ment-to-the-amendment  must  be  adopted  m  order  to  enable  the  As¬ 
sociation  to  debate  and  vote  on  the  new  definition  of  a  partial 
qualifier  contained  in  Proposal  36  or  in  Proposal  No.  37. 

1  suspect  that  the  interrelationship  between  35-1  and  35,  and  the 
interrelationship  between  Proposals  36-1  and  36  may  not  be  entirely 
clear.  However,  this  amendment-to*amendment’s  intent  is  simply  to 
give  the  Division  I  membership  the  opportunity  to  vote  on  the  defini¬ 
tion  of  a  partial  qualifier  contained  in  Proposal  No.  36.  The  Presi¬ 
dents  Commission  also  supports  this  arnendment-to-amendment.  I 
urge  your  support. 

Samuel  H.  Smith  (Washington  State  University):  On  behalf  of  the 
Presidents  Commission,  I  wish  to  state  our  support  to  this  amend- 
ment-to-amendment  and  urge  a  “yes”  vote  on  this  proposal,  a  “yes” 
vote  on  35-1  and  then  35,  as  amended. 

William  E.  Kirwan  (University  of  Maryland,  College  Park):  I  would 
like  to  speak  in  opposition  to  35-1.  I  believe  that  the  combination  of  a 
defeat  of  35-1  and  the  passage  of  35  would  enable  the  Convention  to 
have  a  year  to  better  understand  and  debate  the  issue  of  partial 
qualifier  and  the  earning  back  of  a  fourth  year  of  eligibility. 

I  am  very  concerned  that  because  of  the  very  different  nature  of 
the  proposals  in  36-1  and  36,  that  the  Convention  could  end  up  with 
a  combination  of  36-1  and  36,  which  would  undercut  the  very  signifi¬ 
cant  advances  that  we  have  made  on  academic  standards.  So,  I 
would  urge  the  Convention  to  vote  against  35-1,  support  35,  and  pro¬ 
vide  a  period  of  time  to  analyze  the  definition  of  a  partial  qualifier. 
[Proposal  No.  35-1  (Page  A-40)  was  adopted  by  Division  I,  277- 
43,  two  abstentions.] 

Ms.  Viverito:  My  understanding  is  that  we  now  have  35,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  before  us.  The  initial  impetus  for  this  proposal,  which  represents 
a  delay  in  the  implementation  of  Prop  16  until  August  1,  1996,  was 
the  concern  that  issues  surrounding  the  effect  of  the  recentering  of 
the  SAT  scores  might  not  be  resolved  by  the  time  Prop  16  was  sched¬ 
uled  to  go  into  effect. 
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Even  though  we  now  have  assurance  that  such  issue  can  be  re¬ 
solved,  the  Council  and  the  Presidents  Commission  believe  the  im¬ 
plementation  of  Prop  16  should  be  delayed  for  two  other  reasons. 
First,  confusion  still  appears  to  exist  related  to  the  recentering  of  the 
SAT  and  exactly  what  the  final  conversion  table  will  be.  Secondly,  we 
are  concerned  that  many  of  the  groups  affected  by  the  implementa¬ 
tion  of  the  index  contained  in  Prop  16  are  not  aware,  for  whatever 
reason,  of  the  changes  that  are  scheduled  to  go  into  effect  m  August 

1995. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  increase  from  11  to  13  core  courses  that 
was  contained  in  Prop  16  still  would  go  into  effect  August  1,  1995. 
This  proposal  merely  delays  the  implementation  of  the  index  until 
August  1,  1996  The  Council  and  Commission  urge  your  support. 

[Proposal  No.  35  (Page  A-38)  was  adopted  as  amended  by  No. 

35-1  by  Division  I,  298-29. J 

Initial-Eligibility  Index— Division  I 

Judith  E.  N.  Albino  (University  of  Colorado,  Boulder):  On  behalf  of 
the  Presidents  Commission,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  36. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Ms.  Albino:  On  behalf  of  the  Commission,  I  move  Proposal  No.  36- 
1.  I  would  also  like  to  request  that  the  vote  on  this  proposal  be  divid¬ 
ed  to  ensure  that  a  separate  vote  can  take  place  on  the  issue  of  a 
fourth  season  of  competition  for  the  partial  qualifier. 

Mr.  Sangster:  So  you  want  A,  B  and  C  done  separately9 

Ms.  Albino:  Yes,  sir. 

IThe  motion  was  seconded.] 

I  am  going  to  speak  to  36-1,  A,  B  and  C,  if  I  may.  This  proposal 
would  change  the  definition  of  a  partial  qualifier  effective  August  1, 

1996,  from  the  one  contained  in  Proposal  No.  36  to  a  definition  that 
describes  a  partial  qualifier  as  one  who  earns  a  2.5  grade-point  aver¬ 
age  m  13  core  courses  and  who  achieves  whatever  minimum  test 
score  on  standardized  tests  the  institution  requires.  The  Commission 
strongly  believes  that  this  proposal  represents  a  balance  between  the 
need  for  strong  academic  standards  and  the  need  for  increased  op¬ 
portunities  for  athletics  grants-in-aid,  especially  for  minority  stu¬ 
dent-athletes.  A  student  who  meets  this  definition  of  a  partial  quali¬ 
fier  not  only  will  be  able  to  receive  the  grant-in-aid,  but  he  or  she 
will  also  be  able  to  participate  by  practicing  with  the  team  on  cam- 
pus. 

This  addresses  concerns  related  to  access,  to  scholarships  for  those 
individuals  who  are  not  full  qualifiers,  and  also  will  encourage  those 
individuals  in  the  transition  from  high  school  to  college  because  in 
this  situation  they  will  be  allowed  the  support  of  the  team  experience 
although  not  playing.  The  Commission  does  not  believe  that  requir¬ 
ing  a  partial  qualifier  to  have  whatever  test  scores  required  by  the 
institution  for  admission  as  opposed  to  a  specific  minimum  test  score 
that  would  apply  to  all  students  at  all  member  institutions  repre¬ 
sents  a  decrease  in  academic  standards. 
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Rather,  this  places  the  burden  on  the  institution  to  identify  those 
students  with  whom  it  can  reasonably  work  toward  academic  success 
and  to  whom  it  would  like  to  offer  an  athletics  grant-in-aid.  This  al¬ 
lows  institutions  some  level  of  autonomy  in  making  these  decisions 
about  access  to  the  institution,  and  the  Commission  believes  that 
this  is  vitally  important. 

1  would  add  it  suggests  that  we  must  trust  our  colleagues  with  re¬ 
spect  to  this  very  small  group  of  student-athletes.  On  that  point,  the 
data  available  suggest  that  students  classified  as  partial  qualifiers 
would  comprise  no  more  than  about  two  to  five  percent  of  all  stu¬ 
dent-athletes.  The  Commission  also  believes  that  it  is  important  to 
note  that  the  increased  standards  for  continuing  eligibility  that  were 
adopted  at  the  1992  Convention  are  only  now  beginning  to  influence 
student-athletes  or  prospective  student-athletes.  These  will  remain 
in  place  and  will  serve  to  further  the  academic  preparedness  of  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  as  they  move  through  their  collegiate  careers. 

With  respect  to  the  number  of  years  of  competition  permitted 
—this  is  Part  B  of  36-1— the  Commission  recognizes  that  this  issue 
is  one  that  has  generated  much  debate  and  that  it  obviously  is  im¬ 
portant  to  many  in  the  membership.  Part  B  of  Proposal  No.  36-1 
would  eliminate  from  Proposal  No.  36  the  opportunity  for  a  partial 
qualifier  to  earn  a  fourth  season  of  competition.  The  Commission  be¬ 
lieves  that  in  changing  the  definition  of  a  partial  qualifier,  particu¬ 
larly  the  test  score  component  of  the  definition,  which  could  in  some 
cases  result  in  a  partial  qualifier  not  having  to  take  a  national  test 
score  or  test,  the  Association  should  continue  to  send  a  message  to 
high-school  students  that  if  you  do  not  achieve  the  minimum  stan¬ 
dards  necessary  to  become  a  qualifier,  you  will  have  only  three  years 
of  competition. 

The  Commission  is  concerned  that  permitting  a  student  who  was 
not  a  qualifier  to  receive  a  fourth  year  of  eligibility  is  a  disincentive 
to  academic  achievement  in  high  school  and  could  again  open  the 
door  to  exploitation  of  under-qualified  student- athletes  who  the  ini¬ 
tial-eligibility  standards  were  intended  to  close.  I  should  note  that  in 
developing  its  initial  definition  of  a  partial  qualifier,  as  contained  in 
Prop  36,  the  Presidents  Commission  decided  to  support  an  opportu¬ 
nity  for  a  fourth  year  for  such  individuals.  In  part,  it  was  because  at 
that  time  it  was  believed  that  students  who  met  that  definition  with 
the  required  test  score  could  be  expected  to  progress  and  to  graduate 
at  rates  consistent  with  those  of  qualifiers. 

When  the  Commission  decided  instead  to  support  the  partial-qual¬ 
ifier  definition  in  36-1,  which  it  believes  more  directly  addresses  con¬ 
cerns  about  access  to  higher  education,  it  recognized  that  the  new 
definition  would  permit  access  at  some  institutions  for  students  who 
were  less  well  prepared  academically  Accordingly,  the  Commission 
decided  to  withdraw  support  for  the  concept  of  a  fourth  year  of  eligi¬ 
bility  for  partial  qualifiers.  It  is  important  to  remember  here  that  in 
withdrawing  the  possibility  of  a  fourth  year  of  participation,  we 
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would  not  be  withdrawing  the  possibility  of  financial  aid  for  the 
fourth  and  even  the  fifth  year.  Those  rules  would  remain  unchanged 
with  respect  to  all  of  our  student-athletes. 

Lattie  F.  Corn-  (Arizona  State  University):  I  would  like  to  urge  op¬ 
position  to  36-1-A.  1  believe  over  the  12  years  of  the  development  of 
standards  we  have  seen  for  initial-eligibility  and  for  qualifiers  and 
partial  qualifiers,  the  absolute  key  has  been  the  presence  of  a  stan¬ 
dardized  test.  With  all  of  its  imperfections,  a  standardized  test  has 
been  the  instrument  that  has  enabled  us  to  be  absolutely  sure  there 
was  a  standard  that  could  not  vary  by  institution.  As  much  as  we 
would  love  to  embrace  full  institutional  integrity — and  I  believe  we 
all  work  toward  it— that  standard,  from  the  time  Proposition  48  was 
passed  through  Proposition  16  of  three  or  four  years  ago,  has  been 
the  key. 

Prior  to  its  September  recommendations,  the  Presidents  Commis¬ 
sion  embraced  the  partial  qualifier  that  kept  that  standardized  test 
Proposal  36-1  eliminates  it.  I  believe  that  would  be  a  mistake.  What¬ 
ever  other  permutations  are  made— three  years  or  four  years,  what¬ 
ever  sliding  scale  of  GPA  and  ACT  or  SAT— the  preservation  of  that 
standardized  test,  I  believe,  is  essential.  I  would  therefore  urge  de¬ 
feat  of  Proposal  36-1-A 

Steven  B.  Sample  (University  of  Southern  California):  I  was  un¬ 
clear  as  to  whether  or  not  I  should  speak  at  this  point  in  the  debate 
or  at  some  other  point,  because  I  want  to  raise  an  issue  that  I  think 
could  affect  how  we  vote  on  many  of  these  amendments. 

I  want  to  talk  for  just  a  minute  to  the  delegates  about  the  educa¬ 
tion  of  minority  youth,  disadvantaged  youth  and  inner-city  youth  in 
this  country,  whether  they  be  athletes  or  not.  I  very  much  agree  with 
President  Lattie  Coor.  Prop  48,  in  Los  Angeles,  in  New  York,  in 
Chicago,  in  my  judgment,  has  had  a  wonderful  effect  on  improving 
academic  standards,  teaching  standards  and  performance  standards 
for  all  of  the  students  in  our  inner-city  schools.  I  spend  a  good  deal  of 
my  time  in  Los  Angeles  working  with  our  elementary  and  secondary 
schools,  more  than  1  would  like,  but  not  more  than  I  feel  is  necessary 
for  the  health  of  our  city  and  for  the  health  of  our  state.  We  have  to 
understand  all  of  the  good  things  that  have  happened  because  of 
Prop  48  and  all  of  the  good  things  that  can  happen  to  all  of  our  inner- 
city  students  if  we  don’t  mess  with  Prop  16  and  water  it  down  and 
weaken  it.  That  is  what  1  am  most  concerned  with. 

What  I  am  really  concerned  about  is  that  today  we  are  going  to 
somehow  weaken  the  partial-qualifier  requirements  in  Prop  16  so 
that  they  become  the  new  standard,  and  that  standard  will  be  signif¬ 
icantly  lower  In  the  process,  we  are  going  to  undercut  those  teachers 
in  our  elementary  and  secondary  schools  who  are  trying  to  make  a 
difference  to  those  parents  and  students.  What  we  require  of  athletes 
in  inner-city  schools  becomes  the  standard  for  the  other  students  as 
well.  The  athletes  are  the  students  from  which  so  many  of  the  other 
students  key.  That  is  what  I  hope  you  will  keep  in  mind.  Let’s  not 
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weaken  this  partial-qualifier  business.  Let’s  not  water  it  down  so 
that  it  not  only  undercuts  16  but  48  as  well.  Instead,  let’s  build  upon 
the  progress  we  have  made  and  let’s  stand  up  today  and  support  and 
reinforce  those  teachers  and  those  parents  and  those  students  who 
are  working  to  improve  academic  standards  in  our  inner-city  schools. 
[Part  A  of  Proposal  No.  36-1  (Page  A-43)  was  defeated  by  Divi¬ 
sion  I,  155-168,  six  abstentions.! 

Peter  Likins  (Lehigh  University):  The  last  couple  of  days  I  have 
had  the  sense  that  this  community  is  moving  toward  extending  a 
fourth  year  of  eligibility  for  partial  qualifiers  as  newly  defined.  I 
guess  that  is  okay.  The  world  will  not  come  to  an  end  if  we  do  that. 
We  really  need  to  understand  what  we  are  doing  in  some  kind  of  a 
historical  context.  It  was  in  this  town  12  years  ago  that  this  reform 
movement  we  all  talk  about  began.  I  was  a  rookie  president  of 
Lehigh  that  year  and  1  thought  I  was  witnessing  an  historic  event. 

Before  Prop  48,  there  were  very  few  NCAA-imposed  requirements 
for  students  who  wanted  to  compete  as  varsity  athletes  for  four 
years  Was  it  1.60  on  a  high-school  GPA?  If  we  proceed  down  the 
path  that  I  think  we  are  on  today  and  deny  36-1-B,  thereby  extend¬ 
ing  the  fourth  year  of  eligibility  for  partial  qualifiers,  then  what  will 
we  have  accomplished  in  12  years  of  the  agonizing  debate?  What  we 
will  have  accomplished  is  moving  a  1.60  to  a  2.50  and  requiring  13 
core  courses.  That  will  be  it,  folks,  as  farjas  qualification  for  four 
years  of  varsity  athletics  is  concerned. 

We  also  will  have  done  something  very  significant.  We  will  have 
spent  a  lot  of  time  voting  on  Prop  48  and  Prop  16,  and  the  effect  will 
be  determining  freshman  eligibility.  That  is  all  the  effect  will  be,  de¬ 
termining  freshman  eligibility. 

We  have  also  done  some  important  things  in  these  12  years  in  re¬ 
quiring  progress  toward  a  degree  during  the  college  years.  It  might 
be  argued  that  is  the  essence  of  our  reform.  Of  course,  I  have  person¬ 
al  opinions  about  all  of  this.  I  would  stand  on  my  voting  at  Lehigh 
with  the  Presidents  Commission  right  down  the  line.  1  would  be  sat¬ 
isfied  to  accept  whatever  vote  this  assembly  finally  comes  to  if  1  was 
really  confident  that  the  assembly  understood  what  it  was  doing 

Martin  C.  JSschke  (Iowa  State  University):  I  rise  to  speak  in  oppo¬ 
sition  to  36-i-B  and,  therefore,  in  favor  of  Proposal  No.  36-E,  which 
would  give  a  fourth  season  of  competition  for  a  partial  qualifier  who, 
after  four  years  of  study,  is  making  satisfactory  progress  toward  a 
degree. 

I  believe  Proposition  16  is  an  important  step  forward  in  improving 
the  academic  standards  and,  therefore,  the  academic  integrity  of  in¬ 
tercollegiate  athletics.  For  students  who  are  partial  qualifiers,  under 
Prop  16  and  are  at  risk  academically,  I  believe  we  should  hold  out 
the  incentive  for  a  fourth  season  of  competition  if  they  are  making 
satisfactory  academic  progress  at  the  end  of  their  third  season  of 
competition. 

Indeed,  I  believe  that  for  such  students  we  should  celebrate  their 
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academic  success  and  give  them  that  fourth  season  of  competition.  I 
believe  that  would  be  a  triumph  and  we  ought  to  reward  those  stu¬ 
dents  for  their  academic  success. 

John  L.  Allen  (University  of  Connecticut):  I,  hke  the  previous 
speaker,  also  rise  in  opposition  to  36-1-B.  It  has  been  argued  by  a 
previous  speaker  that  this  Association  would  have  accomplished 
nothing  if  it  grants  that  fourth  year  of  eligibility  to  the  partial  quali¬ 
fier.  With  all  due  respect  to  the  speaker  who  advanced  that  argu¬ 
ment,  I  must  object  on  the  most  strenuous  terms.  The  Association 
has  set  in  place  an  elaborate  series  of  satisfactory-progress  regula¬ 
tions.  These  regulations  make  the  rules  of  the  game  very  different 
now  from  what  they  were  prior  to  the  passage  of  Proposition  48 

In  order  for  a  partial  qualifier  to  reach  the  fourth  year,  he  or  she 
will  have  to  have  achieved  specified  GPA  requirements  He  or  she 
will  have  had  to  have  achieved  a  certain  percentage  of  degree  re¬ 
quirements.  In  short,  he  or  she  will  have  to  have  done  what  all  other 
student-athletes  enrolled  at  a  member  institution  of  the  NCAA  will 
have  to  have  achieved. 

Intercollegiate  athletics  is  about  winning,  it  is  about  losing,  it  is 
about  playing  the  game.  It  is  about  playing  the  game  by  the  rules. 
Why  do  we  persist  in  saying  that  we  should  penalize  a  student-ath¬ 
lete  who  has  played  by  the  rules  and  has  won  academically?  We  are 
prepared  apparently  to  give  back  to  the  partial  qualifier  certain 
things  on  the  front  end.  We  may  be  prepared  to  give  back  financial 
assistance  that  is  athletics  related.  We  may  be  prepared  to  give  back 
on  the  front  end,  as  President  Albino  has  stated,  practice. 

If  the  Presidents  Commission  is  willing  to  support  giving  back  to 
partial  qualifiers  those  things  on  the  front  end,  why  will  we  not  sup¬ 
port  a  fourth  year  of  eligibility  for  those  student-athletes  who  have 
earned  that  eligibility? 

The  argument  has  been  advanced  that  we  send  the  wrong  mes¬ 
sage.  Once  again,  I  apologize  for  saying  things  I  have  said  before.  We 
can’t  send  a  message  that  is  more  positive  than  the  message  if  you  do 
your  job  as  a  student,  if  you  achieve  satisfactory  progress  you  will  be 
rewarded  by  that  fourth  year  of  eligibility 

That  is  the  most  positive  message  we  can  send  and  it  may  well  be 
the  single-most  important  thing  that  we  can  do  to  enhance  gradua¬ 
tion  rates.  I  strongly  urge  that  this  Association  defeat  36-1-B. 

Paul  Hardin  (University  of  North  Carolina,  Chapel  Hill):  I  rise  to 
speak  in  support  of  Proposition  No.  36-1-B,  which  limits  eligibility 
for  athletics  competition  to  three  years  for  a  partial  qualifier. 

Lattie  Coor  and  others  have  expressed  worry  that  we  may  be  drift¬ 
ing  toward  a  fourth  year  of  eligibility,  which  would  indeed  signal  a 
lower  standard.  As  Tom  Hearn  argued  in  the  Chief  Executives 
Forum  yesterday,  the  first  coach  who  gets  to  a  young  high-school  stu¬ 
dent  and  says,  “don’t  worry  about  that  SAT  or  that  ACT,  we  will  take 
you  and  you  can  earn  four  years  of  eligibility,”  will  set  the  standard 
for  the  recruitment  of  that  young  person.  With  respect  to  many, 
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many  football  programs,  there  would  not  be  one  iota  of  difference  on 
day  one  between  a  partial  qualifier  and  a  full  qualifier  because  of  the 
widespread  practice  of  redshirting  freshmen.  I  do  respect  the  sinceri¬ 
ty  of  those  who  argued  both  sides  of  this,  but  with  all  respect  I  do 
feel  the  tendency,  if  we  accept  a  fourth  year  of  earned  eligibility,  will 
be  to  expand  that  five-year  norm  into  all  of  our  athletics  endeavors, 
which  as  someone  pointed  out  a  while  ago  as  we  were  debating  fresh- 
man  ineligibility,  means  diminished  opportunities  for  student-ath¬ 
letes  since  the  norm  will  become  a  five-year  career. 

If  our  concern  is  access,  as  it  must  be  for  students  who  do  reason¬ 
ably  well  in  high  school  but  perhaps  more  poorly  on  standardized 
tests  the  proposal  advanced  by  the  Presidents  Commission,  which  1 
now  support,  does  that.  With  athletics  aid,  those  students  will  be  eli¬ 
gible  for  five  years  of  aid  just  as  students  are  now.  With  all  respect,  I 
think  that  it  is  very  important  that  there  will  be  a  signal.  It  may  be  a 
misperception,  but  there  will  be  a  signal  that  we  are  backtracking  if 
we  permit  the  partial  qualifier  to  look  just  like  the  full  qualifier.  I  re¬ 
spectfully  urge  you  to  support  36-1-B 

Kenneth  A.  Shaw  (Syracuse  University):  l  want  to  also  support  the 
defeat  of  36-1-B,  although  I  am  very  much  in  favor  of  the  spirit  of  36 
and  plan  to  support  the  package,  how  ever  we  deliberate  and  finalize 

our  vote  on  B,  .  , 

I  want  to  indicate  my  reason  why  I  believe  that  it  is  important  to 
oppose  this  and  to  be  in  favor  of  a  fourth  year.  We  are  talking  about 
incentives.  Those  of  us  who  believe  that  a  three-year  time  period  for 
a  partial  qualifier  is  appropriate  are  assuming  that  the  message  we 
are  sending  to  high-school  youth,  probably  ages  13,  14  and  15,  possi¬ 
bly  16  is  if  you  study  hard  and  you  study  the  right  things,  good 
things  will  happen.  The  message  sent  for  those  of  us  who  believe  a 
fourth  year  is  important  is  that  you  are  in  college  now  and  if  you 
study  the  right  things  and  if  you  study  hard,  you  are  going  to  get  our 
support  both  athletically  and  academically. 

Having  fathered  three  children— all  of  them  at  one  time  were 
teenagers— I  am  more  inclined  to  vote  on  the  good  judgment  of  peo¬ 
ple  19  and  20  years  old  than  I  am  those  13-,  14-  and  15-year-olds. 

Graham  Spanier  (University  of  Nebraska,  Lincoln):  l  am  a  member 
of  the  Presidents  Commission  I  want  to  urge  the  defeat  of  36-1-B 
and  support  for  36-E.  I  believe  that  there  are  many  reasons  arguing 
for  the  fourth  year  of  eligibility. 

In  this  year,  when  we  are  considering  student-athlete  welfare  ana 
in  recognition  of  the  great  progress  that  this  organization  has  made 
in  recent  years  in  strengthening  admissions  requirements  and  reten¬ 
tion  and  graduation  requirements,  I  think  it  is  important  for  us  to 
look  at  the  student-athlete’s  perspective.  This  is  really  not  so  much 
an  admissions  issue  at  this  point  in  time  because  I  believe  that  15- 
and  16-year-olds,  when  they  are  in  the  classroom,  are  not  thinking 
nearly  so  much  about  the  consequences  when  they  are  21  or  22  of 
what  will  happen  in  that  fourth  year  of  eligibility. 


Division  I  Business  Session 


271 


Someone  who  is  in  their  fourth  year  at  the  university  has  a 
tremendous  incentive  if  we  include  that  fourth  year  of  eligibility. 
This  will  help  them  reach  graduation  and  promote  satisfactory 
progress  and  graduation  for  these  athletes.  I  believe  that  the  best 
thing  we  can  do  to  encourage  the  athletes  to  complete  their  college 
education  and  to  strengthen  retention  and  graduation  rates  for  all  of 
our  universities  is  to  award  the  student  by  giving  them  that  fourth 
year  of  eligibility 

Hoke  L.  Smith  (Towson  State  University):  Much  of  the  discussion 
in  this  assembly  is  always  driven  by  fear  of  abuse.  We  have  had  that 
voiced  about  this  issue.  1,  too,  would  support  the  defeat  of  the  propo¬ 
sition  that  would  limit  eligibility  to  three  years.  I  think  it  is  impor¬ 
tant  that  we  ask  what  we  are  after.  I  don’t  think  that  those  of  us  who 
support  the  reform  were  after  a  change  in  the  whole  educational  sys¬ 
tem.  We  were  after  credibility  for  student-athletes  and  their  success 
in  college. 

Tf  students  can  be  admitted  and  can  succeed,  I  do  not  believe  that 
we  should  penalize  them  by  limiting  their  intercollegiate  eligibility. 
Our  basic  purpose  is  to  graduate  students  and  have  admissions  re¬ 
quirements  that  will  lead  to  graduation.  I  believe  that  the  four  years 
of  eligibility  will  achieve  that  without  backsliding  I  think  it  is  close¬ 
ly  related  to  the  original  purpose  for  the  reform  effort,  and  that  is 
the  welfare  of  student-athletes.  So,  1  urge  you  to  vote  to  support  the 
four  years  of  eligibility 

Michael  Hooker  (University  of  Massachusetts,  Amherst):  I  am 
passionately  committed  to  the  Presidents  Commission  s  reform  agen¬ 
da.  However,  I  speak  in  opposition  on  36-1-B.  I  think  we  are  choosing 
here  between  the  lesser  of  two  evils  or  the  greater  of  two  goods, 
mindful  of  the  unanticipated  consequence  we  may  send  the  wrong 
signal  and  that  may  have  undesirable  effects. 

I  think  the  incentive  consideration  in  favor  of  the  fourth  year  of  el¬ 
igibility  argues  strongly  for  it. 

Tanya  Yvette  Hughes  (Student- Athlete  Advisory  Committee/Uni¬ 
versity  of  Arizona):  The  Student- Athlete  Advisory  Committee  is  in 
opposition  to  this  proposal  because  we  believe  partial  qualifiers 
should  have  the  opportunity  to  earn  a  fourth  year  of  competition. 

1  ask  you  to  consider  how  difficult  it  is  for  those  prospective  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  who  do  not  receive  the  same  opportunities  educational¬ 
ly  at  the  high-school  level  Student-athletes  have  a  better  chance  of 
obtaining  their  academic  goals  once  an  intercollegiate  requirement 
provides  resources  to  assist  them.  The  satisfactory-progress  require¬ 
ments  currently  in  place  are  quite  demanding  and  can  serve  as  an 
added  incentive  to  reach  the  requirements.  The  Student-Athlete  Ad¬ 
visory  Committee  urges  the  membership  to  oppose  36-1-B. 

Brother  Thomas  J.  Scanlan  (Manhattan  College):  I  rise  to  support 
36-1-B.  Much  has  been  said  recently  just  now  about  the  incentive 
given  to  the  two  to  five  percent  of  students  who  would  be  partial  qual¬ 
ifiers.  That  clearly  is  true  and  why  are  we  supporting  the  fourth  year. 
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I  think  that  we  also,  though,  have  to  look  at  a  very  real  disincen¬ 
tive  that  is  going  to  be  given  to  the  norm,  the  four-year  student-ath¬ 
lete  who,  if  this  goes  through,  will  be  competing  against  individuals 
on  the  playing  field  who  have  another  year  of  practice,  weight  train¬ 
ing,  conditioning  and  strength  and  physical  maturity  and  develop¬ 
ment  If  you  think  this  concern  is  exaggerated,  look  what  has  hap¬ 
pened  in  football.  While  looking  at  a  small  group,  we 
institutionalized  the  medical  redshirt.  Now,  redshirting  is  institu¬ 
tionalized  across  the  board  and  many  people  who  could  graduate  in 
four  years,  following  this  incentive  or  disincentive,  now  stay  for  the 

fifth  year.  ,  .  ..  .r 

I  see  the  same  danger  happening  in  basketball  if  this  goes 
through  It  is  not  just  the  incentive  to  the  two  or  three  or  four  per¬ 
cent,  we  are  creating  a  disincentive  to  the  four-year  student-athlete. 
That  has  to  be  considered  in  this  proposal. 

Garv  A.  Sojka  (Bucknell  University):  We  have  heard  a  number  of 
speakers.  1  think  all  make  excellent  points.  All  speak  for  what  they 
clearly  consider  to  be  the  best  interest  of  our  student-athletes.  How¬ 
ever,  for  some  of  us,  I  believe  it  is  extremely  difficult  to  clearly  agree 
with  one  side  or  the  other.  For  example,  when  deciding  whether  we 
are  better  off  to  incense  a  high-school  junior  or  a  college  freshman,  I 
don’t  see  a  clear  answer.  I  am  concerned  about  the  issue  of  a  five- 
year  norm,  but  I  understand  the  argument  that  we  should  not  al¬ 
ways  be  worried  about  abuse.  . 

So,  on  this  important  issue,  1  find  it  very  difficult  to  unambiguous¬ 
ly  reach  a  conclusion.  However,  I  have  made  the  point  before  and  I 
would  like  to  reiterate  that  we  must  remember  the  power  we  have  as 
a  group  to  afreet  societal  change.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  America 
has  a  considerable  passion  for  intercollegiate  sports.  What  this  group 
does  as  a  body  can  positively  affect  societal  change.  The  one  thing  we 
can  do  to  send  a  clear  message  to  the  high  schools,  to  try  to  eliminate 
the  situation  that  was  so  appropriately  described  a  moment  ago,  the 
situation  of  how  terrible  it  is  if  some  students  are  significantly  disad¬ 
vantaged  because  of  the  quality  of  their  high-school  education. 

The  one  way  we  may  be  able  to  use  our  power  to  effect  change  is  to 
vote  for  36-1-B  and  make  it  clear  that  at  the  high-school  level  if  high- 
school  students  are  going  to  have  that  full  four  years  of  eligibility 
that  they  so  badly  want,  that  the  high  schools  must  make  sure  that 
they  have  the  capacity  to  meet  our  standards. 

Gregory  M.  St.  L.  O’Brien  (University  of  New  Orleans):  Everyone 
who  has  spoken  on  this  issue  speaks  with  an  eye  toward  the  benefit 
for  the  student-athlete.  I  think  that  reasonable  people  are  disagree- 

mg  about  this.  ,  „  _  „ 

One  of  the  difficulties  that  I  have  with  the  defeat  of  Proposition 
36-1-B  would  be  that  we  would  be  left  m  a  very  awkward  circum¬ 
stance  where  the  prospect  for  an  academically  qualified  student 
would  be  four  years  of  play  and  four  years  of  aid.  For  the  partial 
qualifier,  it  would  be  four  years  of  play  and  five  years  of  aid.  If  that  is 
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t0  ^believe that  I  would  be  much  more  comfortable  about  a  fourth 
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ance  for  the  fully  qualified  student,  we  would  be  sending  a  very,  y 

their  work.  1  think  the  message  that  we  are  trying  ^  send  °ut  there 

r£k  S.« SSSS'  academi^^  the 

academically  develop  and  challenge  students,  especially  those  who 
academically  P  h  satisfactory  academic  progress, 

that  if  you  work  hard  you  can  earn  this  fourth  yea  , 
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arc  talking  about  two  different  persons.  .  , 

I  certainly  would  be  very  much  in  favor  of  giving  those  who  come 
to  college  an  opportunity  to  make  perhaps  a  more  mature  judgment 

and  to  earn  the  eligibility.  . 

Thomas  K.  Hearn  Jr.  (Wake  Forest  University):  I  rise  to  support 
the  Presidents  Commission  in  eliminating  the  fourth  year  of  compe¬ 
tition  for  partial  qualifiers.  Our  coaches  all  the  way  from  little  league 
through  the  professionals  tell  our  athletes  every  day  that  there  are 

two  important  things.  ,  ,  ,,  c. 

One  if  you  will  work  hard,  you  can  be  better  and  do  better,  bec- 
ondlv  if  you  don’t  make  that  commitment  to  excellence  and  improve¬ 
ment,  there  are  penalties  and  losses.  These  are  legitimate  and  im¬ 
portant  lessons.  But  somehow  we  want  to  strike  the  line  at  the 
classroom  door  and  say  that  somehow  they  dont  apply.  So,  we  are 
prepared  to  send  a  message  that  says  we  really  can  expect  in  the 
classroom  for  you  to  work  harder,  be  better  and  do  better,  and,  by  e 
way  in  case  you  don’t,  there  is  not  going  to  be  any  penalties  because 
we  have  arranged  a  way  for  you  to  come  to  school  and  spend  a  year 
getting  bigger,  better,  meaner  and  stronger,  and  then  still  play  lor 

1  find  it  remarkable  and  amazing  that  this  discussion,  which  was 
presumably  about  educational  standards,  has  become  a  discussion 
about  whether  people  can  play  four  years  The  issue  about  access 
and  opportunity  in  the  NCAA  has  a  mysterious  and  remarkable  way 
of  becoming  an  issue  about  access  and  opportunity  to  the  P*ay|n£ 
field.  I  hope  we  will  keep  penalties  in  place  so  that  students  m  nigh 
school  will  be  motivated  to  attempt  to  qualify.  That  is  happening 
now.  Let’s  not  take  that  reward  structure  away. 

lames  Haney  (National  Association  of  Basketball  Coaches):  1  nave 
a  question  and  then  possibly  a  comment.  Based  on  the  vote  in  06-I- 
A  I  believe  that  the  action  of  this  body  has  kept  the  grade-point  av¬ 
erage  as  a  requirement  for  being  a  partial  qualifier.  Is  that  correct. 

Mr.  Sangsler:  It  retains  the  opportunity  to  vote  on  that,  yes. 

Mr.  Haney:  With  that  in  mind,  let  me  just  make  this  one  comment. 

1  think  that  in  discussions  with  many  of  the  delegates,  one  question 
does  come  up:  What  message  is  being  sent  to  the  high  school  > 

1  think  by  the  defeat  of  36-1-A,  it  certainly  places  the  grade-point 
averages  as  part  of  the  requirement  to  even  qualify  to  be  a  partial 
qualifier  from  the  standpoint  of  grade-point  average.  Excuse  me^Let 
me  restate  that.  I  apologize.  The  test  score  now  becomes  a  part  of  the 
requirement  to  meet  the  partial-qualifier  provisions.  In  terms  of  the 
high-school  student,  the  minimum  grade-point  average  to  quality 
would  be  the  same  as  that  of  being  a  partial  qualifier. 

I  think  that  clearly  the  incentive  remains  and,  in  fact,  may  be  en¬ 
hanced  by  now  applying  a  national  test  score  to  qualify  as  a  partia 

q  Gary  R.  Roberts  (Tulane  University):  I  can’t  believe  anybody  s 
mind  is  going  to  change  after  this.  I  move  the  question. 
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[The  motion  was  seconded  and  approved.]  . 

[Part  B  of  Proposal  36-1  (Page  A-43)  was  adopted  by  Division  I, 

164-152,  seven  abstentions.]  ,  .  r 

Judith  E.  N.  Albino  (University  of  Colorado,  Boulder):  As  chai 
the  Presidents  Commission,  1  just  want  to  point  out  that  36-  -  i 
simply  the  timing  issue  again  to  ensure  that  the  s^andards  g, 
place  in  August  1996.  I  don’t  think  that  that  should  be  an  issue  that 
takes  a  great  deal  of  time  here  on  the  floor.  ,  ,  ,  T 

Mr.  Sangster:  I  don’t  either,  but  1  wouldn’t  bet  on  it.  (Laughter)  Is 

there  a  second  to  the  motion? 

[The  motion  was  seconded  ]  „„„„ 

Frederick  S.  Humphries  (Florida  A&M  University):  I  want  to  urge 
that  we  defeat  this  I  think  good  things  are  going  to  happen  for  ath¬ 
letes  of  America  as  a  result  of  passing  this  higher  academic  stan¬ 
dard.  To  delay  it  would  be  an  injustice  to  the  athletes  of  this  country 
I  want  to  urge  that  we  get  on  with  the  business  of  effectuating 
Proposition  No.  16.  Get  it  effected  and  let  all  these  good  things  that 
are  going  to  happen  to  athletes  get  started. 

Mr.  Sangster:  We  have  had  a  little  discussion  up  here.  Wien  you 
passed  35,  you  delayed  the  implementation  of  Proposition  16  by 
year.  What  we  are  voting  on  now  is  whether  we  want  to  have  the  op¬ 
portunity  for  financial  aid,  practice  and  the  definition  of  a  partial 
qualifier  delayed  for  one  year  as  well.  That  is  what  36-1-C,  which  we 

have  not  yet  voted  on,  is  all  about.  .  T 

[Part  C  of  Proposal  36-1  (Page  A-43)  was  adopted  by  Division  I, 

255-58,  four  abstentions  ] 

Judith  E.  N.  Albino  (University  of  Colorado,  Boulder):  I  just  want 
to  make  a  statement  on  behalf  of  the  Commission  What  we  have 
seen  occur  here  today  is  very  important.  I  think  it  has  been  helpf 
to  all  of  us  because  as  we  have  struggled  with  this  set  of  issues  over 
the  past  year,  we  have  gone  in  a  number  of  directions.  p  . 

Where  we  are  now,  I  might  point  out,  is  really  where  the  Comm 
sion  was  last  summer  with  respect  to  the  standards  for  a  partial 
qualifier.  I  think  that  we  have  in  the  four  proposa  s  in  36,  as  amend¬ 
ed  a  set  of  standards  that  will  indeed  do  several  things.  They -will 
continue  to  encourage  prospective  student-athletes  to  achieve  a  hug  ¬ 
er  standard  of  academic  preparation.  It  also  allows  us  a  year  to  work 
with  the  effected  groups-the  high  schools,  the  high-school  stu¬ 
dents— to  ensure  that  they  know  what  the  standards  are. 

It  has  also  given  us  a  partial-qualifier  definition  that  allows  us 
provide  aid  for  those  student-athletes  who  e“to™* ,U"^r  hat 
provision.  This  really  has  been  an  important  debate  While  the  Com¬ 
mission  believes  that  it  had  found  a  better  definition  of  a  partial 
qualifier,  clearly  that  is  not  the  sense  of  the  membership.  This  was  a 
point  on  which  we  came  to  realize  that  many  reasonable  people 

W°Sod  at  this  point  in  time,  we  want  to  encourage  the  approval  of 
Proposition  36  as  amended.  I  think  that  in  doing  so  we  should  also 
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remind  ourselves  that  the  most  important  thing  we  have  done  here 
today  is  to  reaffirm  the  increased  standards  that  are  represented  by 
Proposition  16  and  our  dedication  to  ensuring  that  we  do  work  with 
the  high-school  sector  toward  moving  our  student-athletes,  and 
hopefully,  as  President  Sampel  said,  all  students,  toward  a  higher 
standard  of  achievement.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Sangster:  Thank  you.  Any  other  discussion? 

Betsy  J.  Mosher  (Northwestern  University):  1  would  just  like  a 
clarification  on  the  language  in  36-A.  In  the  intent  statement,  it 
talks  about  core-curriculum,  grade  point  and  requirements.  In  the 
specific  language,  it  talks  about  “cumulative”  grade  point  corre¬ 
sponding  to  the  test  score  and  the  scale  says  “core”  grade  point.  I  as¬ 
sume  we  are  talking  about  the  core  or  cumulative. 

Mr.  Sangster:  It  is  the  cumulative  core  grade-point  average. 

Ms.  Mosher:  That’s  good. 

Bonnie  Slatton  (University  of  Iowa).  I  would  like  to  call  for  the 
question. 

[The  motion  was  seconded  and  approved  ] 

[Proposal  No.  36  (Page  A-40)  was  adopted  as  amended  by  No. 

36-1  B  and  C  by  Division  I,  255-72,  three  abstentions.] 

Two-Year  College  Transfers— Partial  Qualifier  or 
Nonqualifier — Division  1 

Bonnie  Slatton  (University  of  Iowa):  On  behalf  of  the  sponsors,  I 
would  like  to  move  Proposal  No.  40. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  rationale  is  given.  I  will  not  repeat  it.  1  will  simply  state  that 
this  would  make  our  rules  apply  to  transfer  students  in  the  same 
way  they  apply  to  entering  students  A  junior  college  transfer,  who 
did  not  qualify  as  a  freshman,  would  come  into  our  four-year  institu¬ 
tions  and  would  still  have  three  years  of  support  and  would  still  have 
two  years  of  eligibility  but  would  have  to  sit  out  one  year.  That  is 
what  we  require  now  of  our  entering  students  who  are  not  qualifiers. 

Mr.  Sangster:  The  argument  has  to  do  with  something  that  Bonnie 
said.  The  person  would  have  three  years  of  support  and  two  years  of 
competition  after  transferring  from  the  two-year  college.  That  would 
be  true  only  if  the  student-athlete  had  not  been  redshirted  at  the  ju¬ 
nior  college,  and  that  does  happen.  So  they  still  have  only  five  years 
combined  to  get  in  the  four  years  of  competition. 

jerry  L.  Kingston  (Arizona  State  University):  On  behalf  of  the  Aca¬ 
demic  Requirements  Committee,  I  urge  the  delegates  to  defeat  Pro¬ 
posal  40. 

In  developing  the  25-50-75  percent  rule  several  years  ago,  the  Aca¬ 
demic  Requirements  Committee  was  responding  to  the  desires  of  the 
Presidents  Commission  to  not  arbitrarily  mandate  redshirt  rules  on 
student-athletes  who  were  transferring  from  two-year  colleges.  We 
believe  that  additional  time  is  needed  to  assess  the  impact  of  the  25- 
percent  rule  on  the  eligibility  of  the  two-year  col  lege- transfer  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  who  were  not  qualifiers.  I  do  wish  to  point  out  that  the 
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Academic  Requirements  Committee  has  targeted  the  issue  of  the 
two-year  college  eligibility  rules  for  review  and  further  study  in  con¬ 
junction  with  the  Two-Year  College  Relations  Committee  during  this 
next  year.  Pending  the  outcome  of  that  review,  we  urge  the  delegates 

to  defeat  Proposal  No.  40.  t  .  s  .  .  ,  u  ir  f 

John  C.  Hitt  (University  of  Central  Florida):  Speaking  on  behalf  ot 
the  Presidents  Commission,  although  the  academic  progress  of  two- 
year  student-athletes  is  a  significant  concern,  adopting  regulations  in 
a  piecemeal  fashion  is  not  a  good  remedy.  Requiring  two-year  college- 
transfer  students  to  spend  their  first  academic  year  as  a  redshirt  also 
provides  little  incentive  for  them  to  excel  academically  at  the  two- 
year  college.  This  proposal  does  not  appear  to  be  in  the  best  interest 
of  student-athletes.  I  urge  you  to  join  me  in  voting  against  it. 

Rev,  Nicholas  S.  Rashford  (St.  Joseph’s  University,  Pennsylvania): 
On  behalf  of  the  Presidents  Commission,  I  also  urge  that  Proposal 
No.  40  be  defeated.  The  Two-Year  College  Relations  Committee  op¬ 
poses  this  proposal  because  they  feel  the  focus  of  the  proposal  is  too 
broad  and  does  not  treat  specifically  those  athletes,  for  instance, 
men’s  basketball  and  football,  who  as  a  group  may  justify  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  more  stringent  guidelines.  The  committee  believes  that 
student-athletes  attend  two-year  colleges  for  a  variety  of  reasons, 
many  of  which  have  nothing  to  do  with  competing  in  athletics.  At  the 
Convention  devoted  to  student  welfare,  this  would  be  an  inappropri¬ 
ate  proposal  to  adopt.  ,  .  ,  EO  o-c 

[Proposal  No.  40  (Page  A-49)  was  defeated  by  Division  I,  58-2ob, 

one  abstention.] 

[The  Division  I  business  session  was  recessed  at  115  p.m.) 

Tuesday  Morning,  January  10, 1995 

The  Division  1  business  session  was  called  to  order  at  10:30  a.m. 
with  Division  I  Vice-President  William  M.  Sangster  presiding. 

OPENING  REMARKS  . 

Mr.  Siingster:  The  meeting  will  now  come  to  order.  This  is  the  final 
Division  I  business  session  in  the  1995  Convention.  It  can  only  be 
the  final  business  session  if  we  finish  up  all  our  work,  so  that  means 
that  we  need  to  start  relatively  quickly.  We  have  to  complete  the  Di¬ 
vision  I  agenda.  At  this  point,  we  are  ready  to  begin  consideration  of 
legislation  left  from  yesterday. 

PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 

Clearinghouse  Fee — Nonrecruited  Student-Athlete — Division  I 

B.  J.  Skelton  (University  of  Texas  at  Arlington)*  I  would  like  to 
move  No.  58  on  behalf  of  the  Council  and  the  Special  Committee  to 
Oversee  the  Implementation  of  NCAA  Initial-Eligibility  Clearing¬ 
house. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  purpose  of  this  legislation  is  to  allow  Division  I  institutions  to 
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pay  the  fee  charged  by  the  NCAA  Initial-Eligibility  Clearinghouse 
for  nonrecruited  student-athletes. 

The  adoption  of  this  legislation  would  permit  a  Division  I  institu¬ 
tion  to  pay  the  $18  fee.  This  would  in  turn  expedite  the  certification 
process  for  walk-on  student-athletes.  If  the  institution  desires  to  ex¬ 
ercise  this  option,  it  will  help  eliminate  the  potential  time  delay  and 
certification  so  that  freshman  walk-on  athletes  could  get  to  the  play¬ 
ing  field  or  court  earlier. 

The  ability  of  the  institution  to  pay  the  fee  would  not  create  any 
recruiting  advantage  inasmuch  as  the  institution  could  not  encour¬ 
age  students  not  to  register  with  the  clearinghouse  and  save  the  stu¬ 
dent  $18,  because  the  institution  would  be  unaware  of  unrecruited 
athletes’  intentions  to  enroll.  I  would  encourage  the  Association  to 
adopt  this  proposal. 

[Proposal  No  58  (Page  A-80)  was  defeated  by  Division  I.] 

Full-Time  Enrollment 

|ames  L.  Hoyt  (University  of  Wisconsin,  Madison):  On  behalf  of 
the  sponsors,  all  members  of  the  Big  Ten  Conference,  I  would  like  to 
move  Proposal  No.  60 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  would  allow  Division  1  student-athletes  in  team 
sports  who  participate  m  specified  non-NCAA  postseason  champi¬ 
onship  events  the  same  full-time  enrollment  and  degree  status  ex¬ 
ceptions  as  students  who  participate  in  NCAA  championships,  and 
eliminate  the  one-day-off-per-week  restrictions  for  participation  in 
specified  non -NCAA  postseason  championship  events  in  team  sports. 

The  rationale  for  this  is  because  specific  language  of  existing  legis¬ 
lation  and  interpretations  specifies  that  the  current  60 -day  exemp¬ 
tion  for  student-athletes  who  are  in  the  last  term  of  degree  comple¬ 
tion  or  who  have  earned  a  baccalaureate  degree  are  limited  only  to 
participation  in  NCAA  championships  This  precludes  the  student- 
athlete  who  is  successfully  completing  a  degree  from  participation  in 
postseason  competition  such  as  bowl  games  or  the  National  Invita¬ 
tion  Tournament.  The  proposal  is  supported  by  the  Academic  Re¬ 
quirements  Committee. 

[Proposal  No.  60  (Page  A-81)  was  adopted  by  Division  I.J 
Test-Score  Time  Limitation — Division  l 

E.  James  McCloskey  (University  of  Florida):  On  behalf  of  the 
NCAA  Council  and  the  Legislative  Review  Committee,  I  move  the 
adoption  of  Proposal  No.  147. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  is  the  first  of  four  proposals  that  the  Legislative  Review  Com¬ 
mittee  recommended  to  the  Council  for  deregulation  or  simplification 
within  Bylaw  14.  This  proposal  simply  indicates  that  a  student-ath¬ 
lete  can  use  standardized  test  scores  achieved  up  to  the  time  of  the 
initial  enrollment  for  purposes  of  establishing  the  individual’s  initial- 
eligibility  status. 

The  test  still  would  have  to  be  taken  on  a  national  testing  date 
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under  national  testing  conditions,  so  there  would  be  no  abuse  in  mov¬ 
ing  the  deadline  for  achieving  the  score.  This  proposal  is  supported  by 
the  NCAA  Academic  Requirements  Committee.  I  urge  your  support 

[Proposal  No.  147  (Page  A-177)  was  adopted  by  Division  L] 

Age  Rule— Division  I 

Melissa  L.  Conboy  (University  of  Notre  Dame):  On  behalf  of  the 
NCAA  Council  and  the  Legislative  Review  Committee,  I  move  Pro¬ 
posal  No.  148. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

As  the  committee  was  reviewing  guidlines  in  Bylaw  14  that  could 
be  simplified,  it  was  quickly  apparent  that  the  current  legislation 
known  as  the  “Age  Rule”  is  extremely  difficult  to  understand  and 
apply.  This  rule  becomes  important  when  a  prospective  student-ath¬ 
lete  competes  in  organized  competition  after  their  20th  birthday  but 
before  enrolling  in  a  collegiate  institution.  It  is  then  necessary  for 
the  institutions  to  carefully  review  this  organized  competition  to  de¬ 
termine  how  many  years  of  collegiate  eligibility  must  be  charged. 

This  review  must  consider  the  birth  date  of  the  prospective  stu¬ 
dent-athlete,  when  the  competition  occurred,  and  then  a  complicated 
12-month  floating  calendar  must  be  applied.  The  rule  is  difficult  to 
calculate,  and  is  often  applied  inconsistently.  This  proposal  creates  a 
much  simpler  calculation.  The  institution  simply  determines  the 
date  of  the  individual’s  21st  birthday.  Any  organized  competition  in 
each  calendar  year  after  that  date  will  count  as  one  season  of  inter¬ 
collegiate  competition. 

Because  the  committee  recognizes  the  proposal  could  work  to  dis¬ 
advantage  some  individuals  should  their  birthday  fall  in  the  middle 
of  their  outside  competition  season,  the  benchmark  date  for  applica¬ 
tion  was  moved  from  the  20th  to  the  21st  birthday.  We  urge  your 
support. 

[Proposal  No.  148  (Page  A-178)  was  adopted  by  Division  I.] 

Academic  Degree  Requirements— Two-Year  College  Transfers 

D.  Alan  Williams  (University  of  Virginia):  On  behalf  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Atlantic  Coast  Conference,  I  move  Proposal  No  66. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  members  of  the  Atlantic  Coast  Conference  have  felt  rather 
strongly  that  the  present  satisfactory-progress  rule  has  helped  in 
some  areas.  But  one  of  the  most  difficult  ones  we  have  had  has  been 
with  the  very  minimum  number  of  hours  that  a  student  coming  from 
a  junior  college  brings  into  the  four-year  school  We  have  brought 
forth  this  proposal. 

We  have  been  informed  that  Division  II  has  also  been  wrestling 
with  this  same  question.  It  passed  yesterday  a  resolution  to  have  the 
Academic  Requirements  and  Two-Year  College  Relations  Committees 
review  again  this  problem  and  to  bring  back  legislation  next  year. 

Therefore,  rather  than  vote  on  this  matter  today  we  would  request 
this  matter  be  referred  to  the  same  committees— the  Academic  Re¬ 
quirements  and  Two-Year  College  Relations  Committees,  to  develop 
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legislation  relative  to  the  two-year  college  student-athlete  and  sub¬ 
mit  appropriate  legislation  to  the  Council  and  the  Presidents  Com¬ 
mission  for  the  1996  Convention. 

Mr.  Sftiig.ster:  Is  that  a  motion? 

Mr.  Williams:  That  is  a  motion  to  refer. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

David  Guinn  (Baylor  University):  We  would  agree  to  refer.  We 
think  the  changes  could  be  made  more  restrictive.  We  think  the  re¬ 
quirements  in  the  basic  provision  and  the  changes  are  perfectly  rea¬ 
sonable  As  the  Academic  Requirements  Committee  points  out,  it 
doesn’t  cover  all  of  the  problems.  I  think  they  say  that  it  is  technical¬ 
ly  flawed,  although  at  times  over  the  past  12  years  I  think  that  we 
have  passed  a  few  statutes  that  were  technically  flawed  and  we 
would  certainly  like  to  have  the  opportunity  to  have  input  in  regard 
to  how  this  is  drafted. 

\lr.  Sangster:  Did  the  committee  hear  the  request  for  the  opportu¬ 
nity  for  input?  I  am  sure  it  did. 

Jerry  L.  Kingston  (Arizona  State  University):  As  chair  of  the  Aca¬ 
demic  Requirements  Committee,  we  did  indeed  hear  the  request  for 
input  and  we  will  see  that  it  is  accommodated. 

[Proposal  No.  66  (Page  A-90)  was  referred  to  the  NCAA  Aca¬ 
demic  Requirements  and  Two-Year  College  Relations  Commit¬ 
tees  by  Division  I  ] 

Two-Year  College  Transfer-Degree  Requirement 

Prentice  Gautt  (Big  Eight  Conference):  On  behalf  of  the  Council,  I 
move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  67. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Under  NCAA  transfer  regulations,  when  a  junior  college  student 
must  earn  a  degree  from  the  junior  college  in  order  to  be  eligible  im¬ 
mediately  upon  transfer,  the  degree  earned  must  be  an  associate  or 
equivalent  degree  in  an  academic  curriculum  rather  than  a  technical 
or  vocational  curriculum. 

On  occasion,  it  is  not  clear  whether  the  degree  that  a  student  has 
earned  truly  is  academic  in  nature  This  problem  has  grown  in  recent 
years.  As  two-year  colleges  have  diversified  and  expanded  the  num¬ 
ber  of  vocational  and  technical  degree  programs  that  they  offer,  in 
some  cases  many  institutions  within  the  Association  have  treated  the 
same  degree  differently  At  the  present  time,  no  NCAA  committee  has 
clear-cut  authority  to  help  establish  the  acceptability  of  such  a  degree 
or  degrees.  The  Academic  Requirements  Committee,  the  Two-Year 
College  Relations  Committee  and  the  Administrative  Review  Panel 
have  all  wrestled  with  these  degree  programs  in  recent  years. 

The  Council,  the  Two-Year  College  Relations  Committee  and  the 
Administrative  Review  Panel  appear  to  support  the  Academic  Re¬ 
quirements  Committee’s  experiences  and  consistency  in  making  the 
appropriate  ruling  regarding  these  degrees.  This  proposal  would  vest 
the  committee  with  such  authority.  Of  course,  the  committee  will 
consult  with  the  Two-Year  College  Relations  Committee  as  necessary 
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to  resolve  these  cases.  1  urge  your  support  of  this  proposal. 

[Proposal  No.  67  (Page  A-92)  was  adopted  by  Division  I.] 

Eligibility— Four-Year  College  Transfer 

Doris  R.  Soladay  (Syracuse  University):  On  behalf  of  the  NCAA 
Council,  I  move  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  69. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

As  stated  in  the  rationale  statement,  concern  has  been  expressed 
regarding  student-athletes  transferring  from  one  four-year  institu¬ 
tion  to  another  during  the  traditional  season  and  being  immediately 
eligible  to  compete  at  mid-year  provided  the  student-athlete  has  met 
a  transfer  waiver  or  exception.  This  proposal  would  eliminate  the  op¬ 
portunity  for  this  to  occur.  I  urge  your  support. 

[Part  A  of  Proposal  No.  69  (Page  A-93)  was  adopted  by  Division  I.] 

Eligibility  Form— International  Student- Athletes 

Judith  R.  Holland  (University  of  California,  Los  Angeles):  On  be¬ 
half  of  the  NCAA  Council  and  the  Olympic  Sports  Liaison  Commit¬ 
tee,  I  move  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  71. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  will  establish  a  requirement  that  institutions  com¬ 
plete  a  form  for  each  international  student-athlete  they  wish  to  certi¬ 
fy  eligible  for  practice  and  competition.  The  proposal  is  designed  to 
address  the  considerable  difficulty  that  institutions,  the  NCAA  Eligi¬ 
bility  Committee  and  the  NCAA  staff  have  in  applying  certain  regu¬ 
lations  and  particular  amateurism  rules  to  the  growing  number  of 
international  student-athletes  competing  at  our  institutions. 

The  form  is  being  drafted  by  the  Olympic  Sports  Liaison  Commit¬ 
tee  for  the  NCAA  Council’s  review.  If  this  proposal  should  pass,  we 
do  intend  to  test  this  draft  at  a  number  of  our  institutions  prior  to 
using  it  at  all  of  our  institutions  so  that  we  hope  it  will  be  easy  to 
complete.  We  acknowledge  that  this  legislation  will  require  addition¬ 
al  compliance-related  paperwork  for  the  institution,  but  we  do  note 
that  many  institutions  already  require  international  student-ath¬ 
letes  to  complete  some  form  of  questionnaire. 

The  real  benefit  to  this  legislation  is  that  everyone  will  be  asking 
the  same  questions  of  the  international  student-athletes.  I  urge  your 
support  of  this  proposal. 

[Proposal  No.  71  (Page  A-95)  was  adopted  by  Division  IJ 

Financial  Aid — Outside  Grant 

Betsy  J.  Moslier  (Northwestern  University):  On  behalf  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Big  Ten  Conference,  I  would  like  to  move  Proposal  No.  75. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  would  allow  student-athletes  to  receive  outside  edu¬ 
cational  grants  ordered  on  the  basis  of  not  having  any  athletics  abili¬ 
ty  when  combined  with  other  countable  aid  to  be  received  all  the  way 
up  to  the  cost  of  attendance,  rather  than  at  the  present  limit,  which 
is  the  full-ride  equivalency. 

As  we  have  said,  there  is  a  difference  between  the  individual  limit 
and  the  cost  of  attendance.  When  other  funds  are  available  and 
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when  athletics  are  not  taken  into  consideration,  it  seems  reasonable 
that  student-athletes  should  be  able  to  receive  the  benefits  of  these 
types  of  scholarships.  I  know  there  is  some  concern  about  possible 
abuse.  We  have  built-in  safeguards  that  would  not  allow  the  donors 
to  designate  the  recipient  schools,  nor  could  a  donor  or  an  athletics 
representative  donate  the  money.  We  ask  your  support. 

Frank  R.  A.  Resnick  (Central  Connecticut  State  University): 
NCAA  rules  must  not  continue  to  drift  away  from  the  very  founda¬ 
tion  of  college  financial  aid  administration.  A  dollar  of  financial  aid 
is  a  dollar  of  financial  aid. 

Proposal  75  just  adds  to  a  growing  number  of  rules  exempting 
what  is  countable  aid.  It  is  called  educational  grants  in  the  intent 
statement.  This  proposal  will  essentially  exempt  all  outside  private 
scholarships.  There  are  thousands  of  these  awards  given  by  corpora¬ 
tions,  foundations,  religious  groups,  local  clubs,  et  cetera.  Policing 
the  provisions  of  the  selection  criteria  as  consideration  of  athletics 
ability  is  impossible.  By  example,  if  the  all-round  student,  who  wins 
the  high  school’s  local  PTL  scholarship  happens  to  have  been  a  cap¬ 
tain  of  the  swim  team,  does  that  mean  athletics  ability  is  a  criteria? 
Even  if  we  do  consider  it  is,  when  the  check  arrives  at  the  university 
and  its  notation  is  simply  “PTL  scholarship,”  who  is  going  to  know  or 
inquire  if  athletics  ability  was  a  consideration?  The  rationale  state¬ 
ment  says  that  current  rules  do  not  seem  fair  and  should  not  be  an 
argument.  Fair  by  what  standard? 

Further,  the  rationale  statement  fails  to  point  out  that  there  is  a 
clear  difference  between  unmet  costs  and  unmet  need.  This  legisla¬ 
tion  is  not  of  benefit  to  the  truly  needy  who  would  have  filled  any 
need  gap  with  Pell  Grant  dollars. 

It  must  be  noted  that  this  proposal  is  but  another  financial  aid  leg¬ 
islative  change  that  works  contrary  to  the  overall  efforts  of  cost  con¬ 
tainment.  Excepting  these  private  dollars  from  countable  aid  will 
cost  more  institutional  dollars  to  remain  competitive.  I  am  sorry  that 
the  Committee  on  Financial  Aid  and  Amateurism  took  no  position  on 
the  proposal.  I  think  this  should  be  referred  back  to  them  for  their 
consideration  of  legislation  at  next  year’s  Convention.  I  urge  your  de¬ 
feat  of  Proposal  No.  75. 

[Proposal  No.  75  (Page  A-98)  was  adopted  by  Division  1,  177- 

135,  nine  abstentions.] 

Financial  Aid— Certification  of  Nonrecruited  Student- Athletes 

Donald  G.  Morrison  (University  of  California,  Los  Angeles):  On 
behalf  of  the  sponsors,  1  move  Proposal  No.  79. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

First  of  all,  I  would  like  to  assure  the  delegates  that  this  is  techni¬ 
cally  housekeeping.  Last  year,  the  definition  of  a  recruited  student- 
athlete  was  changed  Under  this  new  definition,  additional  student- 
athletes  are  defined  as  nonrecruited,  even  if  athletics  ability  is 
considered  as  part  of  the  admissions  process.  Proposal  No.  79  allows 
all  nonrecruited  student-athletes,  including  the  newly  defined  ones, 


Division  I  Business  Session 


283 


to  be  still  considered  noncounters  if  their  institutional  financial  aid 
is  granted  without  regard  to  athletics  ability.  An  added  benefit  of 
Proposal  79  is  that  it  prevents  the  problem  of  inadvertent  counters.  1 
encourage  the  adoption  of  Proposal  79. 

[Proposal  No.  79  (Page  A- 103)  was  adopted  by  Division  I  1 

Financial  Aid— Division  I  Women’s  Gymnastics, 

Tennis  and  Volleyball 

David  V.  Thompson  (Atlantic  Coast  Conference):  I  move  adoption 
of  Proposal  No.  81. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.l 

On  behalf  of  the  sponsors,  1  move  that  Proposal  No.  81  be  referred 
to  the  Financial  Aid  and  Amateurism  Committee  as  recommended 
by  the  Committee  on  Women’s  Athletics. 

[Proposal  No.  81  (Page  A- 105)  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on 

Financial  Aid  and  Amateurism  by  Division  I.] 

Financial  Aid — Division  I  Women’s  Sports 

James  N.  Corbridge  Jr.  (University  of  Colorado,  Boulder):  On  be¬ 
half  of  the  sponsors,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  80. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.l 

It  has  been  the  experience  of  the  sponsoring  schools  that  achieving 
quantitative  proportionality  between  men  and  women  student-ath¬ 
letes  often  results  in  a  failure  to  achieve  equity  in  the  distribution  of 
financial  aid  because  of  the  current  grant-in-aid  limitations.  This 
recommended  increase  in  counters  and  equivalencies  will  assist  in 
achieving  equity  while  minimizing  impact  on  existing  programs.  I 
urge  your  support  of  Proposal  No.  80. 

Yvonne  “Sam”  Sandmire  (National  Association  of  Collegiate  Gym¬ 
nastics  Coaches,  Women):  We  support  this  proposal  because  adding 
student-athletes  to  existing  sports  will  allow  institutions  to  make  im¬ 
mediate  progress  toward  gender  equity  in  a  cost-effective  manner. 

Coaches  of  women’s  sports  are  both  capable  and  willing  to  coach 
more  student-athletes  on  their  existing  teams.  Additional  staff  would 
not  be  required,  nor  would  additional  office  space  and  facilities  for 
practice  and  competition  or  equipment.  Passage  of  this  proposal  is  a 
cost-effective  way  for  institutions  to  expand  opportunities  for  women 

Patricia  Vivcrito  (Gateway  Football  Conference):  As  chair  of  the 
Committee  on  Women’s  Athletics,  the  NCAA  Council  and  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Women’s  Athletics  wants  to  do  everything  possible  to  en¬ 
courage  compliance  with  Title  IX.  However,  adoption  of  a  20-percent 
increase  in  maximum  grants-in-aid  limits  may  have  serious  negative 
repercussions  on  women's  sports.  Among  them,  possible  stockpiling 
of  athletes  and  discouraging  new  sports  for  women.  The  Financial 
Aid  and  Amateurism  Committee  is  currently  conducting  a  compre¬ 
hensive  study  in  this  regard  and  we  believe  that  delaying  action  on 
Proposal  80  would  be  wise. 

Therefore,  on  behalf  of  the  Council  and  the  Committee  on  Women’s 
Athletics,  I  move  referral  of  this  item  to  the  Financial  Aid  and  Ama¬ 
teurism  Committee. 
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[The  motion  to  refer  Proposal  No.  80  (Page  A-104)  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Financial  Aid  and  Amateurism  was  seconded  and  ap¬ 
proved.) 

Promotional  Contests 

Jan  Martin  (Mid-Continent  Conference):  On  behalf  of  the  sponsors, 
I  wish  to  move  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  87. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  legislation  specifies  that  a  student-athlete  becomes  ineligible 
only  in  the  sport  in  which  the  student-athlete  participates  during  a 
promotional  contest  rather  than  ineligible  in  all  sports.  We  urge  your 
adoption 

[Proposal  No.  87  (Page  A- 111)  was  adopted  by  Division  I.} 

First  Practice  and/or  Date  of  Competition 

R.  Elaine  Dreidame  (University  of  Dayton):  On  behalf  of  the  Coun¬ 
cil  and  the  NCAA  Committee  to  Study  Rules  Federation  by  Sport,  I 
move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  89. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  adoption  of  Proposal  No  89  will  establish  a  uniform  date  prior 
to  which  an  institution  may  not  begin  practice  and/or  competition  in 
all  sports  in  which  the  Association  does  not  conduct  a  fall  champi¬ 
onship  of  September  7  or  the  institution’s  first  day  of  classes, 
whichever  date  occurs  first.  This  proposal  will  reduce  cost  by  elimi¬ 
nating  the  ability  of  nonfall  championship.sports  to  bring  the  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  back  to  campus  prior  to  September  7  or  the  institu¬ 
tion’s  first  day  of  classes.  The  adoption  of  this  proposal  also  will 
allow  quarter-based  institutions  to  bring  their  teams  back  early  if 
they  so  desire  because  of  concerns  about  competitive  advantages. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  89  will  in  no 
way  affect  the  sports  of  football  and  basketball.  On  behalf  of  the  Coun¬ 
cil  and  the  special  committee,  I  urge  your  support  of  this  proposal. 
[Proposal  No.  89  (Page  A-1L4)  was  adopted  by  Division  I.] 
Playing  and  Practice  Seasons — Required  Day  Off 
During  Playing  Season 

Frank  E.  Horton  (University  of  Toledo):  On  behalf  of  all  members 
of  the  Mid-American  Conference  and  with  the  support  of  the  Coun¬ 
cil’s  Subcommittee  on  Playing  and  Practice  Sessions,  I  move  Propos¬ 
al  No.  90. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.l 

Legislation  adopted  at  the  1994  NCAA  Convention  created  an  ex¬ 
ception  to  the  one-day  per-week  prohibition  on  countable  athletically 
related  activities  during  participation  in  NCAA  championships.  This 
proposal  will  extend  that  exception  to  conference  championships  and 
other  specified  non-NCAA  championships  in  order  to  more  fully  and 
effectively  accommodate  the  travel  and  practice  requirements  of 
postseason  competition.  I  urge  your  support  of  this  proposal. 

I  also  want  to  note  that  we  intend  to  request  during  the  post- 
Convention  Council  meeting  that  this  proposal  become  effective 
immediately. 
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Mr.  Sangster:  I  should  report  to  you  that  if  this  is  to  pass,  it  is  con¬ 
sidered  moot  for  the  events  listed  in  Proposal  60-C,  which  basically 
are  postseason  bowl  games,  and  the  NIT.  The  reason  is  that  that  ex¬ 
ception  has  already  been  passed  for  those  specific  events. 

[Proposal  No.  90  (Page  A- 117)  was  adopted  by  Division  I.] 

Contest  Exemptions— Division  1  Basketball 

Charles  Whitcomb  (San  Jose  State  University):  On  behalf  of  the 
Council,  the  NCAA  Minority  Opportunities  and  Interests  Committee 
and  the  Black  Coaches  Association,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal 
No.  92. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  purpose  of  this  legislation  is  to  permit  participation  in  the 
Martin  Luther  King  Classic  to  occur  after  November  15  and  to  be  ex¬ 
cluded  from  the  maximum  number  of  basketball  contests  each  year. 

The  Black  Coaches  Association  members  have  unanimously 
agreed  to  sponsor  a  preseason  basketball  classic.  The  primary  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  classic  is  to  generate  revenue  to  benefit  the  following:  a 
local  charity  or  charitable  organization  within  the  host  city  of  each 
years  classic;  a  national  charity  or  charitable  organization,  an  exam¬ 
ple,  the  National  Association  for  the  Advancement  of  Colored  People; 
the  United  Negro  College  Fund;  the  establishment  of  a  postgraduate 
scholarship  fund  for  students  wishing  to  pursue  a  career  in  athletics 
administration  or  coaching;  and  the  Black  Coaches  Association.  A 
portion  of  the  proceeds  will  be  distributed  to  the  participating  insti¬ 
tutions  to  cover  their  cost  to  participate  and  to  assist  with  the  financ¬ 
ing  of  the  institutions’  athletics  programs. 

We  urge  your  passage  of  this  legislation. 

[Proposal  No.  92  (Page  A- 11 8)  was  adopted  by  Division  I.] 

Contest  Exemptions — Division  I  Basketball 

William  T.  “Todd’1  Turner  (North  Carolina  State  University):  On 
behalf  of  the  Division  1-A  Athletic  Directors  Association  and  the 
CHAMPS/Life  Skills  Program,  I  would  like  to  move  Proposal  No.  93 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Proposal  No.  93  will  provide  a  unique  opportunity  for  Division  I 
institutions  to  do  something  very  positive  for  student-athletes.  This 
provision  permits  to  exempt  annually  one  game  in  the  Great  Eight 
Basketball  Festival  from  their  maximum  number  of  basketball  con¬ 
tests. 

If  the  Great  Eight  was  just  another  high-profile  basketball  tourna¬ 
ment,  the  exemption  request  would  not  be  appropriate.  The  Great 
Eight,  however,  provides  a  means  to  enhance  the  quality  of  experi¬ 
ence  for  all  student-athletes  on  our  campuses  by  providing  funds  to 
support  student-development  programs  on  our  campuses  through  a 
program  sponsored  jointly  by  the  NCAA  and  the  Division  I- A  Athlet¬ 
ic  Directors  Association,  titled  CHAMPS/Life  Skills. 

The  CHAMPS/Life  Skills  Program  is  dedicated  to  the  welfare  and 
future  success  of  student-athletes.  Institutions  sponsoring 
CHAMPS/Life  Skills  have  made  commitments  to  provide  initiatives 
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that  support  the  development  of  five  key  life  skills  for  student-ath¬ 
letes  on  our  campuses  by  focusing  upon  academic  excellence,  career 
development,  personal  growth,  community  service,  in  addition  to 
athletics  excellence.  The  CHAMPS/Life  Skills  Program  assists  our 
student-athletes  in  preparing  them  for  successful  and  productive 
lives  after  their  athletics  career  is  ended.  The  beneficiary  of  the 
Great  Eight  is  the  CHAMPS/Life  Skills  Program.  Funds  from  the 
Great  Eight  are  directed  through  the  Division  I- A  Athletic  Directors 
Association  to  Division  I  campuses  that  wish  to  initiate 
CHAMPS/Life  Skill  Programs  or  enhance  existing  programs. 

Please  note  that  the  CHAMPS/Life  Skills  opportunity,  while  initi¬ 
ated  by  Division  I-A,  is  intended  for  and  is  open  to  all  Division  I 
members.  In  addition,  participants  in  the  tournament  enjoy  quality 
experience  where  the  focus  is  upon  their  success  as  people  as  much 
as  it  is  their  success  as  athletes.  For  a  brief  time,  the  nations  atten¬ 
tion  is  drawn  to  the  best  that  intercollegiate  athletics  participation 
has  to  offer  both  on  and  off  the  court  through  CHAMPS  and  Life 
Skills.  I  ask  for  your  support  of  Proposal  No.  93. 

Vincent  J.  Dooley  (University  of  Georgia):  I  want  to  speak  in  favor 
of  Proposition  93.  The  Division  I-A  athletics  directors  have  formed  a 
meaningful  and  beneficial  partnership  with  the  NCAA  in  our  com¬ 
bined  efforts  to  fully  address  our  mutual  commitment  to  the  student- 
athlete 

The  partnership  program  is  referred  to  as  CHAMPS/  Life  Skills. 
The  partnership  calls  for  a  commitment  to  the  development  of  five 
basic  components  of  the  program:  athletics,  academics,  career  devel¬ 
opment,  personal  development  and  service.  The  NCAA  and  the  Divi¬ 
sion  I-A  athletics  directors  have  also  joined  hands  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  and  promotion  of  the  CHAMPS/Life  Skills  Program.  The  NCAA 
is  doing  splendid  work  with  its  pilot  programs  in  46  schools  around 
the  country.  In  the  meanwhile,  the  Division  I-A  CHAMPS  Program  is 
off  to  a  tremendous  start  with  a  plan  to  assist  institutions  in  their 
life  skills  efforts  through  the  Great  Eight  Basketball  Tournament. 

As  it  was  pointed  out,  this  is  for  all  Division  I  institutions.  This 
tournament  helps  to  reach  our  goals  of  providing  exposure  to  the 
CHAMPS/Life  Skills  Program  so  the  general  public  will  know  the 
student-athlete  is  being  given  the  best  training  in  all  areas  our  insti- 
tutions  can  provide.  We  need  to  get  this  message  out  to  the  public. 
Secondly,  generating  funds  in  the  tournament  will  go  back  to  the  in¬ 
stitutions  and  allow  schools  to  fully  fund  their  CHAMPS/Life  Skills 
Programs.  In  order  to  ensure  that  the  tournament  continues  to  be 
successful — it  was  the  first  year — it  is  imperative  that  an  exception 
for  the  event  is  allowed  in  order  to  secure  for  the  tournament  the  top 
eight  teams  from  the  previous  year. 

The  success  of  this  event  will  help  develop  better  life  skills  pro¬ 
grams  for  the  student-athletes,  spread  the  good  news  to  the  public  of 
our  efforts  to  aid  the  student-athlete  in  his  or  her  total  development, 
and  also  help  to  realize  our  shared  goals  with  the  NCAA  to  have 
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functioning  Life  Skills  Programs  at  all  of  our  schools  by  1996.  I  urge 
your  vote  of  this  most  worthwhile  program  for  the  benefit  of  the  stu- 
dent-athlete, 

Richard  J.  Ensor  (Metro  Atlantic  Athletic  Conference):  We  oppose 
this  proposal.  I  have  a  number  of  reasons.  While  the  CHAMPS  Pro¬ 
gram  is  certainly  worthwhile  and  should  be  continued,  there  is  no 
reason  it  cannot  be  continued  under  its  current  format.  If  you  pass 
this  proposal,  we  are  again  extending  the  season,  which  is  something 
a  few  years  ago  this  Convention  tried  to  control. 

We  have  set  up  within  the  NCAA  Council  a  special  committee  to 
look  at  these  issues  and  to  review  all  the  exceptions.  I  would  suggest 
that  it  is  appropriate  that  we  wait  at  looking  at  that  exception  until 
that  committee  has  had  a  chance  to  do  its  work.  I  would  also  note 
there  is  only  a  select  number  of  institutions  that  are  going  to  be  in¬ 
vited  to  this  tournament.  It  is  not  open  to  the  general  membership  of 
Division  I  like  many  of  the  other  tournaments  are  on  a  regular  basis 
and  are  required  to  do  so.  It  is,  in  fact,  designed  for  an  elite  group  of 
schools.  In  addition,  there  is  no  institutional  or  conference  control 
over  this  event,  it  is  run  by  a  marketing  entity.  I  think  that  is  some¬ 
thing  that  we  should  be  concerned  about.  We  should  not  ask  or  en¬ 
courage  outside  groups  to  start  forming  tournaments  and  then  seek 
this  group’s  approval  through  an  exception. 

I  would  finally  just  remind  everyone  the  Great  Eight  was  certainly 
a  successful  tournament  this  past  year  and  could  continue  so  without 
the  exception. 

Dennis  A.  Farrell  (Big  West  Conference):  In  deference  to  the  previ¬ 
ous  speaker,  on  behalf  of  the  NCAA  Council,  1  request  your  support 
of  Proposal  No.  93  You  may  note  that  the  Council  is  sponsoring  a 
number  of  proposals  for  this  year’s  Convention  that  related  to  con¬ 
test  exemptions  in  various  sports. 

The  Council  believes  that  many  of  these  proposals  are  legitimate 
and  did  not  want  to  appear  to  discriminate  against  any  of  them,  in¬ 
cluding  this  one,  which  allows  an  exemption  for  participation  in  the 
Great  Eight  Basketball  Festival.  It  should  be  noted,  however,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  increase  m  the  number  of  exemptions  in  many  sports, 
the  Council  also  has  agreed  that  a  special  committee  or  subcommit¬ 
tee  of  the  Council  should  be  appointed  after  the  Convention  to  review 
the  contest  exemptions  in  all  sports  and  perhaps  develop  a  set  of  cri¬ 
teria  or  standards  against  which  all  contest  exemptions  can  be  evaJ- 

uatcd.  t  ,  .  A  , 

Davicl  R.  Haii  Jr,  (East  Carolina  University):  I  would  like  to  speak 
in  support  of  Proposal  No  93.  Without  being  redundant  and  relating 
to  what  other  speakers  have  stated  before  me,  I  strongly  believe  we 
should  endorse  this  exemption. 

The  direct  benefits  to  the  student-athletes  relating  to  life-skills  de¬ 
velopment  is  extremely  worthwhile.  The  opportunity  to  enhance  the 
overall  image  of  intercollegiate  athletics  through  the  public  exposure 
of  what  is  right  about  athletics  at  this  level  is,  in  my  judgment,  in- 
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valuable.  I  think  that  we  can  accomplish  that  through  the  CHAMPS 
Program  through  this  exemption.  I  urge  current  and  future  endorse¬ 
ment  of  this  exemption.  . 

Frederick  E.  Grunin ger  (Rutgers  University,  New  Brunswick): 
Just  to  add  one  more  endorsement  in  relationship  to  this  proposal 
As  chair  of  the  missions  and  value  committee  of  the  Division  I-A  Ath¬ 
letic  Directors  Association,  I  can  assure  you  that  each  member  of  Di¬ 
vision  I  will  have  the  opportunity  to  be  the  beneficiary  of  incentives 
and  rewards  and  grants  in  support  of  the  Life  Skills  Program  and 
the  CHAMPS  Program  at  the  1-A  level  and  the  I-AA  and  I-AAA.  It  is 
to  help  our  student-athletes.  We  need  this  tournament  to  provide  the 
resources  to  keep  it  going.  We  urge  your  support. 

[Proposal  No.  93  (Page  A-119)  was  defeated  by  Division  L] 

Ronnie  Slatton  (University  of  Iowa):  I  have  just  a  point  of  clarifica¬ 
tion  on  what  we  have  acted  on  in  the  last  two  motions.  It  was  my  un¬ 
derstanding  after  last  year’s  Convention  that  all  of  these  exemptions 
were  going  to  be  referred  to  the  committee.  Are  we  going  to  continue 
each  year  to  have  one  by  one  while  we  are  having  a  committee  re¬ 
view  it?  I  don’t  understand  the  process. 

Mr.  Sangster:  I  think  the  point  is  that  there  were  a  number  of  ex¬ 
isting  exemptions  that  were  sort  of  grandfathered  into  continuation 
and  some  other  new  ones  that  were  proposed  last  year.  We  may  very 
well  have  to  hear  those  each  year  until  the  committee  reports.  Hope¬ 
fully,  this  will  be  the  last  time. 

Ms.  Slatton:  Is  it  not  appropriate  to  refer  all  of  those  to  that  com¬ 
mittee  and  come  back  with  a  proposal  next  year? 

Mr.  Sangster:  I  think  that  is  out  of  order  since  they  have  already 
been  voted  on. 

Ms,  Slatton:  I  guess  I  am  thinking  subsequently.  It  seems  we  keep 
doing  this  every  year  and  every  year  we  say  we  are  going  to  refer  the 
whole  question  to  the  committee. 

Mr.  Sangster:  We  have  done  it  every  year  for  the  last  two  years, 
counting  this  year  as  one  of  them.  Your  statement  is  correct.  We  are 
trying  to  have  it  completed  before  the  next  Convention  so  that  we 
will  wrap  it  all  up  at  that  time. 

Playing  and  Practice  Seasons — Preseason  Field 
Hockey  Scrimmage 

Ellen  L.  Perry  (Pennsylvania  State  University):  On  behalf  of  the 
sponsors,  I  would  like  to  move  Proposal  No.  95. 

LThe  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  rationale  is  in  front  of  this  body.  I  think  it  is  quite  clear  that 
the  sport  of  field  hockey  would  like  the  opportunity  to  have  a  scrim¬ 
mage  before  their  first  countable  contest.  I  think  the  reasons  for  that 
are  obvious.  As  we  do  in  other  sport  activities,  the  opportunity  to 
compete  against  somebody  other  than  your  teammates  is  always  a 
valuable  experience  in  the  preparation. 

Vivian  L.  Fuller  (Northeastern  Illinois  University):  On  behalf  of 
the  Council,  I  urge  your  support  for  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  95. 
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,  ,  •*  *Uo  institutions  to  participate  in  one  Mildred  B.  Griggs  (University  of  Illinois,  Champaign):  This  is  the 

This  proposal  would  permit  the  mstnuti  IP  prior  M  ^  \case  with  Proposals  Nos.  92  and  93.  This  is  one  of  the  many  propos- 

field  hockey  scrimmage  dar*ng  £he  P™*  ,  W,P  not  create  additional  C  .  als  sponsored  by  the  Council  relating  to  contest  exemption  This  is 

the  first  scheduled  contest  Sue  P  P  t  inasmuch  as  the  V  one  that  deals  specifically  with  the  NACWAA  Volleyball  Classic.  If 

time  demands  or  increase  the  j"  ^umber  of  contests  for  "  ;ia.:  {.this  one  is  adopted,  it  will  be  reviewed  along  with  all  the  other  con- 

scrimmage  must  count  agains  currently  exists  in  the  ,v  •’  V  •"•Uest  exemptions  following  the  Convention. 

the  sport  of  field  hockey.  Similar  legislate  y  >,  -  [Proposal  No.  100  (Page  A-126)  was  adopted  by  Division  I.] 

sport  of  soccer.  .  the  Council  approved  an  in-  '■  .*£;  \\ ,  Contest  Exemptions— Division  I  Women’s  Volleyball 

Further,  during  its  c  participation  in  one  field  hockey  •  *:'&  V?  Marjlvn  McNeil  (Monmouth  College,  New  Jersey).  On  behalf  of  the 

terpretation  clarification  that  the  partic  p  ^  first  contest  l,  /  A  institutions,  I  move  Proposal  No  101. 

scrimmage  dur.ng  the  preseason  Prac’g  Pjn  additiona(  preseason-, [The  motion  was  seconded.] 

would  not  Permit  the  institution  g  S  of  p  al  No.  95.  ?h  rationale  is  a  partner  to  Proposal  100. 1  urge  your  support, 

practice  opportun,U« <  ^was  adored  by  Division  1.1  .  (Proposal  No.  101  (Page  A-127)  was  adopted  by  Division  1 1 

(Proposal  No.  (Page  ■ a  1  >  TOUrnaments  -  J  .  Outside  Competition-Water  Polo 

9.°|?.teS! M^rheaste rn  Ulinois  University):  On  behalf  of.  ;$]&£>,,;'  Daniel  Sliaradin  (Eastern  Water  Polo  Association):  On  behalf  of 
Vivian  L.  Fu  lc.  (Northeastmi  ,  move  Proposal  No.'*  Aj^^e  sponsors,  I  move  to  adopt  Proposal  No.  102. 

Division  1  steering  committee  tne  (The  motion  was  seconded.] 

99.  ,  *  1  Due  to  the  limited  number  of  opportunities  and  facilities  available 

JThe  m0tl01n  ddress  a  concern  that  exists  in  the  softball  the  majority  of  the  country  during  the  summer,  the  current  legis* 

This  proposal  maximum  contest  limits.  Currently,  *  Elation  prevents  more  than  four  water  polo  athletes  from  the  same  in- 

community  as  it  relates  to  ^  rf  a  8oftball  tournament  to  be  V&y.^stitution  and  living  in  the  same  geographical  area  from  participating 
NCAA  legislate  p  dl  f  the  number  of  contests  that  ac-  v£  ;  in-their  sport.  Voting  in  favor  of  this  proposal  would  provide  equal 

counted  as  one  contest  e  there  }s  n0  official  definition  of'  \.;i>,>..  'opportUnlt!es  for  all  student-athletes  regardless  of  where  they  lived 

tually  occur  on  ;nsfitutions  participate  in  numerous  contests  in  •„  -g-r  . ^-Furthermore,  this  legislation  imposes  no  additional  costs  to  the  insti- 
tournament  m  y  questio|iable  whether  the  event,  in  fact,  is  a  /..tution  and  it  is  currently  permitted  in  ice  hockey  for  many  of  the 

an  even  1  0  soecific  event  that  sponsored  this  proposal  is  the  .^,-^lame  reasons.  ...  T1 

tournament.  One Orlando  Florida,  an  event  traditionally  that  -  ( Proposal  No.  102  (Page  A- 1 28)  was  adopted  by  Division  I.] 

?ebt  pnhpfd  over  a  three-week  period  in  the  month  of  March.  Dates  of  Competition— Wrestling 

hai,  ^  nrnnnsal’s  definition  of  tournament  would  ensure  that  institu- _. . . "‘Robert  Bowlsby  (University  of  Iowa):  On  behalf  of  the  sponsors, 
tioL  alPe  nPot  unfairly  gaining  a  competitive  advantage  by  parUcipat-^xfo-,^  S  the  Big  Ten  Conference,  I  move  Proposal  No.  103. 

■  Tfn  IddHiona  contests  in  events  that  really  are  not  a  tournament .  .  jjRo?  -  (The  motion  was  seConded.] 

ThUWrislatmn  will  clarify  what  conditions  must  be  met  for  teams  p  al  No,  103  seeks  to  afford  the  sport  of  wrestling  the  same 

oMp*t n  count  each  date  of  a  softball  tournament  in  one  contest.. I :Multida  evcnt  consideration  that  track,  tennis  and  skiing  currently 
ure^vour  support  ^Proposal  No.  99.  j  u  n.  .  ,  jStofipv  That  is  to  say  the  opportunity  to  count  two-day  events  as  one 

k  fp..nnnsal  No  99  (Page  A-125)  was  adopted  by  Division  1.1  •  A  S'day  of  competition.  In  1991,  wrestling  dates  of  competition  were  re 

(Proposal  Seasons-Division  I  Women’s  Volleyball  by  approximately  25  percent,  from  21  to  16.  Similarly  track 

Playing  and  Practic^uth  Co!iege,  New  Jersey):  On  behalf  of  the'i;».«^;f.-an'd  fieid  endured  a  25-percent  reduction,  but  has  since  received  con- 
Manlyn  Me  adoption  of  Proposition  No  100.  /ffeg? i-jsideration  of  their  large  reduction  by  being  permitted  to  count  six, 

sponsoring  institutions  1  move  tne  P  .  ^  p.^w0:iay  events  as  one  date  of  competition  each.  Wrestling  seeks  to 

,ir  ,  6  m°  10n„W|nncr  f hmipht  on  how  to  provide  opportunities  to. .  •  receive  approval  for  two  such  opportunities  annually. 

We  have  given  long  g  ^  emjej.  women-s  co]Iege  sport.  In  its  >. •  In  the  Big  Ten  Conference,  where  wrestling  involves  all  11  schools, 
student-athletes.  }  .  •_  _ ,1,,  i,w  wmifist  to  show-'-'  „Q,„  tr>  «>rpstlp  a  rpnresentative  dual-meet  schedule  and 


,  •  ,  University):  On  behalf  of.  $] 

JGZL TSIlSSSSr  or  U»  Council.  I  move  Propose.  No.-| 

This^propos'al11  wmJ^address^a  concern  that  exists  in  the  softball  J 
community  as  it  relate.  £ -J 


v«sl  ('Mnnmnuth  College,  iNew  vn  - . ueiu  tuiuuiuu  a  - - - - - .  ,  A  . 

institutions  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposition  No  100.  .^-'(W^i-iideration  of  their  large  reduction  by  being  permitted  to  count  six, 
ntmn  was  seconded.]  .  .  '  1*$ wo-'day  events  as  one  date  of  competition  each.  Wrestling  seeks  to 

1  •  „  inna  thought  on  how  to  provide  opportunities  to. -  I- appr0val  for  two  such  opportunities  annually. 

ilf  tes.  VoJ?wball^sa  premier  women’s  college  sport.  In  •  ln  thePBig  Ten  Conference,  where  wrestling  involves  all  11  schools 

■kT  *  a  in  hpr  rpnuest  to  sbow  1*  ic  \Tor\j  tn  a.  reDresentative  d\ial-m.GGt  scbGQXiiG  ana 


student-athletes,  voneyo^  »  -  -  -  reqUest  t0  show-' 

100th  anniversary  year,  NACWAA  is  nmeiy  uc  h 

CaAstthhe  National  Football  League  has  promoted  and  found 1  support 
in  preseason  football,  as  the  NIT  and  several  ot^ ^baskeJban 

women  and  for  volley: 

ball.  We  urge  your  support. 
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in  u.ic  ^  - o  , 

it  is  very  difficult  to  wrestle  a  representative  dual-meet  schedule  and 
also  achieve  the  tournament  experience  to  prepare  student*  athletes 
for  conference  competition.  While  l  am  not  an  expansionist  by  na¬ 
ture,  l  believe  that  it  is  appropriate  to  treat  sports  equitably. 

"Because  this  proposal  has  strong  support  among  wrestling  institu¬ 
tions  and  because  it  affords  wrestling  consideration  consistent  with 
other  individual  team  sports,  I  ask  that  you  support  Proposal  No.  103. 
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Larry  R.  Gerlaeh  (University  of  Utah):  On  behalf  of  the  Division  I 
seenng  committee  of  the  Council,  I  urge  you  to  defeat  Proposal  No 
103.  The  proposed  legislation  is,  in  essence,  an  effort  to  increase  the 
maximum  number  of  contests  in  the  sport  of  wrestling. 

Such  legislation  is  contrary  to  the  primary  objectives  of  the  reform 
movement,  which  is  to  assist  institutions  in  reducing  costs  within 
their  athletics  programs  and  to  reduce  the  amount  of  time  that  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  are  required  to  devote  to  their  sports  season.  The  cur¬ 
rent  limitation  of  16  dates  of  competition  has  been  in  effect  for  the 
past  four  years  and  has  provided  adequate  opportunities  for  students 
to  participate  in  the  sport  of  wrestling.  I  urge  you  to  oppose  No.  103 

Jeffrey  H.  Orleans  (Ivy  Group):  I  would  urge  the  delegates  to  sup¬ 
port  this  proposal.  We  have  found  in  the  East  the  same  questions  on 
scheduling  in  wrestling  that  the  Big  Ten  has  found  This  is  a  sport 
that  is  trying  to  sustain  a  proud  tradition  in  Division  1  and  in  intei - 
collegiate  athletics  generally.  Given  all  the  other  changes  that  we 
have  permitted  in  many  sports  over  the  last  few  years,  it  seems  to 
me  the  reform  movement  could  accommodate  a  little  flexibility  for 
the  scheduling  of  intercollegiate  wrestling. 

Christopher  Ritrievi  (University  of  Northern  Iowa):  Given  the 
great  support  for  this  proposal  from  schools  that  sponsor  Division  1 
wrestling,  1  would  ask  that  institutions  that  do  not  sponsor  Division 
I  wrestling  to  abstain  from  this  vote. 

[Proposal  No.  103  (Page  A- 129)  was  adopted  by  Division  I.J 

Division  1  Sports  Sponsorship— Multiteam  Events 

Petrina  M.  Long  (University  of  California,  Irvine):  On  behalf  of  the 
Big  West  Conference,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  114 
[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  regarding  individual  sports  would  increase  the  num¬ 
ber  of  countable  contests  in  multiteam  events.  For  example,  quad¬ 
rangular  track  meets  or  swim  meets. 

The  current  limit  of  two  countable  contests  would  increase  then  to 

a  maximum  of  three. 

Budgetary  concerns  continue  to  impact  all  of  our  sports,  lne 
unique  scheduling  problems  now  faced  by  our  individual  sports 
whose  numbers  continue  to  decline,  as  well  as  scheduling  issues  af¬ 
fecting  the  emerging  women  sports,  would  both  be  served  by  voting 
“yes”  on  this  proposal  This  proposal  supports  cost  containment  w h1 1 e 
ensuring  competitive  opportunities  for  these  individual  sports.  We 

urge  your  support.  .  .  .  _ 

[Proposal  No  114  (Page  A- 145)  was  adopted  by  Division  L] 

Telephone  Calls — Divisions  I  and  II  Sports  Other  Than  Football 

Chris  Monasch  (Northeast  Conference):  On  behalf  of  the  NCAA 
Council  and  the  Recruiting  Committee,  I  move  for  the  adoption  of 
Proposal  No.  118. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

As  you  know,  No.  118  applies  to  all  Divisions  I  and  II  sports  other 
than  football  and  basketball  and  will  permit  one  telephone  call  per 
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week  to  a  prospect  from  April  15  through  May  15  during  the 
prospect's  junior  year  in  high  school.  This  will  allow  institutions  an 
opportunity  to  provide  prospective  student-athletes  who  are  still  in 
their  junior  year  of  high  school  with  important  academic  informa¬ 
tion.  It  will  also  increase  the  opportunity  for  the  institution  to  better 
assess  the  prospect’s  interests  in  the  institution. 

This  limited  exception  to  the  telephone  call  legislation  also  was 
supported  by  both  the  National  Association  of  Basketball  Coaches 
and  the  Women's  Basketball  Coaches  Association.  1  urge  your  sup¬ 
port  of  this  proposal. 

David  Bernstein  (Long  Beach  State  University):  I  wish  to  speak  in 
opposition  to  Proposal  No.  118.  This  is  a  meeting  pledged  to  student 
welfare  this  year.  This  is  a  critical  time  in  the  junior  year  of  the 
bigh-school  student  and  it  is  not  in  the  best  interest  of  that  student 
to  be  badgered  by  recruiting  phone  calls.  This  may  ease  the  life  of  re¬ 
cruiters,  but  it  imposes  distractions  upon  the  htgh-school  student.  I 
ask  for  your  opposition.  . 

Kaly  Arris  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee/University  or 
Texas  at  Austin).  The  Student- Athlete  Advisory  Committee  opposes 
Proposal  No.  118.  The  committee  feels  that  the  current  legislation 
provides  ample  opportunity  for  coaches  to  have  telephone  access  to 
prospective  student-athletes.  Allowing  the  telephone  access  during 
the  junior  academic  year  of  a  prospect  serves  only  to  lengthen  a  peri¬ 
od  that  often  distracts  the  prospect’s  focus  on  high-school  academics 
and  athletics.  We  urge  the  defeat  of  Proposal  No.  118. 

[Proposal  No  118  (Page  A- 150)  was  defeated  by  Division  L] 

Recruiting— Unofficial  Visits  During  Dead  Periods 

Jeffrey  H.  Orleans  (Ivy  Group):  On  behalf  of  the  sponsors,  I  move 
Proposal  No.  119. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  applies  to  the  many  juniors  in  high  school  who  every 
year  visit  on  their  own  money  and  unofficially  and  for  nonathletic 
reasons  institutions  of  all  kinds  across  the  country  to  coincide  with 
their  spring  vacations  in  high  school.  When  those  vacations  coincide 
with  the  National  Letter  of  Intent  dead  periods,  those  students  are 
unable  to  talk  with  coaches  on  the  campus  they  visit,  even  though 
the  dead  periods  are  designed  to  protect  seniors  or  juniors  who  are, 
in  fact,  signing  letters  of  intent,  which  these  students  are  not. 

This  proposal  would  simply  give  high-school  juniors,  who  are  mak¬ 
ing  unofficial  visits  to  the  campus  to  coincide  with  the  dead  periods, 
the  opportunity  to  speak  on  campus  with  coaches  so  long  as  those 
visits  remain  unofficial  visits.  We  would  ask  your  support  to  make 
these  visits  a  little  more  informative  for  these  students. 

[Proposal  No  119  (Page  A-150)  was  defeated  by  Division  1,  112- 
201,  16  abstentions.] 

Recruiting — National  Letter  of  Intent 

Margaret  J.  Bradley- Doppes  (University  of  Michigan):  On  behalf  of 
the  Big  Ten  Conference,  I  move  for  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  120. 
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[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  intent  of  this  proposal  is  to  prohibit  in-person  off-campus  de¬ 
livery  of  the  National  Letter  of  Intent  at  any  time,  as  well  as  to  pro¬ 
hibit  the  attendance  of  institutional  staff  members  at  any  off-campus 
signing  or  any  other  activities  related  to  the  signing  of  the  National 
Letter  of  Intent. 

By  keeping  our  coaches  at  home  on  our  campuses,  it  will  make 
better  use  of  our  coaches’  time,  allow  them  to  be  available  to  their 
student-athletes  on  our  campus,  as  well  as  to  reduce  travel  expenses. 

I  urge  your  support  of  Proposal  No.  120. 

[Proposal  No.  120  (Page  A- 151)  was  adopted  by  Division  I.] 

Evaluations— Olympic  Festival  Tryouts 

Joan  C.  Cronan  (University  of  Tennessee,  Knoxville):  On  behalf  of 
the  sponsors,  1  move  Proposal  No.  123. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  motion  would  allow  our  coaches  who  attend  the  Olympic  Fes¬ 
tival  tryouts  to  count  the  multiple-day  tryouts  as  a  single  evaluation. 
This  allows  support  of  the  Olympic  Festival  as  well  as  our  coaches  to 
stay  and  watch  our  own  student-athletes.  This  makes  sense.  I  urge 
your  support. 

De Lores  S.  Todd  (Atlantic  Coast  Conference):  As  a  member  of  the 
Olympic  Sports  Liaison  Committee,  I  would  like  to  speak  on  behalf  of 
Proposal  No.  123.  The  Olympic  Festival  has  grown  considerably  in 
the  last  15  years  to  become  the  nation’s  premier  event  for  top  ama¬ 
teur  athletes  It  is  the  largest  event  staged  by  the  USOC. 

The  committee  feels  that  the  festival  should  be  given  an  exception 
similar  to  the  one  for  the  tournament  observation,  This  proposal 
would  mirror  the  current  rule  that  allows  for  the  evaluation  of  multi¬ 
ple  contests  m  a  tournament  occurring  on  consecutive  days  to  count 
as  a  single  evaluation  This  proposal  will  allow  college  coaches  to 
support  their  own  student-athletes  while  competing  for  an  opportu¬ 
nity  to  represent  the  United  States.  The  committee  found  no  poten¬ 
tial  recruiting  abuses  in  this  proposal  and  believes  this  legislation 
provides  an  opportunity  for  the  Association  to  encourage  attendance 
and  support  of  its  members  at  this  important  USOC  competition.  On 
behalf  of  the  liaison  committee,  I  urge  you  to  vote  “yes”  on  Proposal 
No,  123. 

{Proposal  No.  123  (Page  A- 154)  was  adopted  by  Division  I.] 

Printed  Recruiting  Materials — Student-Athlete  Handbook 

Frederick  Heinke  (Northwestern  University):  On  behalf  of  the 
sponsors,  I  move  Proposal  No.  125. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  allows  the  prospective  student-athlete  during  those 
brief  official  or  unofficial  visits  to  campus  the  opportunity  to  receive 
a  university  student-athlete  handbook  that  contains  information 
concerning  the  university’s  academic  support  system,  graduation  re¬ 
quirements,  student-athlete  life  on  campus,  et  cetera.  This  is  permis¬ 
sive  legislation.  The  sponsors  of  the  proposal  encourage  and  welcome 
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your  support. 

Doris  R.  Soladay  (Syracuse  University):  On  behalf  of  the  Council,  1 
would  urge  the  delegates  to  support  this  important  resolution,  and  I 
ask  for  your  support. 

[Proposal  No.  125  (Page  A-155)  was  adopted  by  Division  I J 

Printed  Recruiting  Materials— General  Correspondence 

Jeffrey  H.  Orleans  (Ivy  Group):  On  behalf  of  the  sponsors,  I  move 
Proposal  No.  126 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  would  revise  slightly  the  rule  that  we  adopted  last 
year  on  sending  general  correspondence  to  recruits.  Our  impression  is 
that  under  the  current  rule  in  which  attachments  are  not  permitted, 
institutions  that  want  to  send  information  about  schedules  or  news¬ 
paper  clippings  or  a  variety  of  other  material  that  is  already  existent 
and  could  be  photocopied,  have  to  retype  this  material  into  what  is 
called  general  correspondence,  which  particularly  in  sports  other 
than  football  and  basketball  takes  an  extraordinary  amount  of  time. 

This  amendment  would  simply  permit  that  kind  of  material  to  be 
attached  as  photocopies  on  plain  white  paper  in  plain  black  printing. 
We  would  hope  that  this  would  ultimately  provide  additional  infor¬ 
mation  at  reduced  cost.  It  certainly  would  be  reduced  labor  cost.  It  is 
not  intended  to  reopen  all  of  the  questions  about  extensive  recruiting 
books  but  rather  to  provide  an  opportunity  to  send  out  information 
in  a  wide  variety  of  sports  that  already  exists  and  could  be  duplicat¬ 
ed  and  attached  to  the  letter. 

[Proposal  No.  126  (Page  A- 156)  was  adopted  by  Division  I.] 

Official  Visit— Transportation 

Charles  F.  “Rick”  Taylor  (Northwestern  University):  On  behalf  of 
the  sponsors,  I  would  like  to  move  Proposal  No.  128-A  and  B 
[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

An  interpretation  allows  coaches  to  accompany  prospects  traveling 
on  an  official  visit.  Not  only  is  this  an  extremely  costly  undertaking 
because  most  of  the  travel  is  in  and  out  and  it  doesn’t  allow  for  a  Sat¬ 
urday  night  overstay,  but  it  also  extends  the  48-hour  time  limit  per¬ 
missible  for  official  visits 

Since  a  major  expense  in  recruiting  is  airline  travel,  limiting 
coaching  staff  members  to  accompanying  prospects  only  when  travel¬ 
ing  by  automobile  within  the  state  or.  if  outside  the  state,  within  a 
100-mile  radius  of  the  campus  will  be  more  cost-effective.  We  urge 
the  adoption  of  this  proposal 

Mildred  B.  Griggs  (University  of  Illinois,  Champaign):  On  behalf 
of  the  Council,  we  urge  support  of  this  proposal. 

[Proposal  No.  128  (Page  A-158)  was  adopted  by  Division  L] 

Recruiting — Number  of  Official  Visits 

Rick  Dickson  (Washington  State  University):  On  behalf  of  the  Pa¬ 
cific-10  Conference  and  the  acute  vision  of  Barbara  Hedges,  I  would 
like  to  move  Proposal  No.  129 
[The  motion  was  seconded.] 
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This  adjusts  the  number  of  recruiting  visits  allowable  from  the 
current  five  to  four  to  more  effectively  coincide  with  the  actions  of 
previous  Conventions  in  which  we  reduced  the  total  number  of  insti¬ 
tutionally  sponsored  events  in  our  programs.  That  tells  us  that  most 
prospective  student-athletes  reach  decisions  in  four  or  less  institu¬ 
tional  visits. 

This  proposal  would  help  ensure  integrity  of  the  recruiting  process 
and  the  institutional  visits  for  both  the  institution  and  the  prospec¬ 
tive  student-athlete.  I  urge  your  support  of  Proposal  No.  129. 

Katy  Arris  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee/University  of 
Texas  at  Austin):  The  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee  opposes 
Proposal  No.  129.  Attending  colleges  and  universities  during  the  re¬ 
cruiting  process  allows  the  student-athlete  to  gather  information 
crucial  to  finding  the  best  institutional  fit  for  her  or  him  to  spend  the 
next  four  to  five  years. 

Reducing  the  number  of  visits  from  five  to  four  is  not  in  the  best 
interest  of  the  prospect  for  such  an  important  decision.  We  urge  the 
defeat  of  Proposal  No.  129. 

Robert  M.  Sweazy  (Texas  Tech  University):  On  behalf  of  the  NCAA 
Council,  I  would  like  to  speak  in  opposition  to  this  proposal.  While 
the  Council  agrees  by  reducing  the  number  of  official  visits  a  prospect 
can  take,  it  may  in  some  cases  provide  better  assurance  to  the  institu¬ 
tion  that  the  prospect  is  serious  about  attending  the  institution  and  is 
not  making  the  visit  simply  for  entertainment  purposes. 

However,  it  is  also  possible  that  in  many  cases  prospects  need  all 
five  visits  in  order  to  make  the  correct  decision.  We  do  not  believe 
that  reducing  the  number  from  five  to  four,  especially  with  the  in¬ 
creased  focus  on  student-athlete  welfare,  is  a  step  that  the  Associa¬ 
tion  ought  to  take.  I  urge  the  defeat  of  this  proposal. 

[Proposal  No  129  (Page  A-159)  was  defeated  by  Division  1,] 

Official  Visits— Institutional  Limitations— Division  I  Basketball 

Constance  H.  Hurlbut  (Patriot  League):  On  behalf  of  the  sponsors, 
I  move  Proposal  No.  131. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

As  the  rationale  states,  an  institution  that  does  not  subscribe  to 
the  National  Letter  of  Intent  Program  does  not  have  the  ability  to  se¬ 
cure  commitments  from  prospective  student-athletes  and,  therefore, 
must  recruit  a  larger  number  of  prospects. 

Similar  legislation  was  passed  in  1994  for  Division  I-AA  and  simi¬ 
lar  legislation  was  passed  in  Division  I-A  at  this  Convention.  I  urge 
your  support. 

[Proposal  No  131  (Page  A-161)  was  defeated  by  Division  I.] 

Official-Visit  Meals — Division  I 

Jeremy  Foley  (University  of  Florida):  On  behalf  of  the  NCAA 
Council,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  133. 

[The  motion  was  seconded  ] 

This  proposal  would  eliminate  the  restriction  and  location  of  offi¬ 
cial-visit  meals  that  was  adopted  at  last  year’s  Convention.  If  this 
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proposal  is  adopted,  meals  on  official  visits  would  no  longer  be  re 
stricted  to  the  campus  and  would  be  permitted  within  the  30-mile  ra¬ 
dius  of  the  institution’s  campus  as  they  have  been  in  the  past.  Origi¬ 
nal  legislation  was  well-intended,  but  very  difficult  to  manage, 
created  a  multitude  of  secondary  violations  and  in  reality  saved  very, 
very  little  money.  I  urge  your  support  of  Proposal  No.  133. 

[Proposal  No.  133  (Page  A- 163)  was  adopted  by  Division  I.J 
Tryouts — Nonscholastic-Based  Basketball 

Vincent  J.  Dooley  (University  of  Georgia):  I  move  for  the  adoption 
of  Proposal  No.  136. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  is  supported  by  both  the  Recruiting  Committee  and 
the  Council.  The  Recruiting  Committee  believes  this  proposal  is  very 
noncontroversial  and  is  in  essence  a  housekeeping  change. 

When  the  legislation  was  initially  passed,  the  vast  majority  of  non¬ 
scholastic-based  basketball  competition  was  AAU  sponsored.  Due  to 
the  dramatic  increase  in  the  number  of  shoot-outs,  all-star  teams  and 
tournaments,  the  Recruiting  Committee  believes  that  it  is  more  appro¬ 
priate  to  use  more  general  language  to  restrict  coaching-staff  mem¬ 
bers  from  participating  in  all  such  events  It  should  be  noted  that  the 
AAU  supports  this  change.  I  encourage  your  support  of  the  proposal. 

[Proposal  No.  136  (Page  A- 166)  by  Division  1.1 

Restricted-Earnings  Coach — Division  l  Basketball 

Chris  Monasch  (Northeast  Conference)*  On  behalf  of  the  Council 
and  the  Administrative  Review  Panel,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Propos¬ 
al  No  139 

[The  motion  was  seconded  1 

The  Administrative  Review  Pane!  has  approved  a  number  ol  ap- 
peals  related  to  restricted-earnings  coaches  filling  temporary  vacan¬ 
cies  in  full-time  positions  The  panel  has  determined  that  these  ap¬ 
peals  are  reasonable  and  this  arrangement  most  likely  was  not 
anticipated  when  legislation  related  to  restricted-earnings  coaches 
was  drafted. 

If  adopted,  this  rule  would  allow  the  Council  to  treat  temporary 
vacancies  related  to  restricted-earnings  coaches,  which  is  consistent 
with  the  treatment  of  temporary  vacancies  among  ail  other  types  ot 
coaches.  I  encourage  the  adoption  of  this  proposal. 

[Proposal  No.  139  (Page  A-171)  was  adopted  by  Division  1.1 
Off-Campus  Recruiting— Restricted-Earnings  Coach 

Don  J.  Dilulia  (St.  Joseph's  University,  Pennsylvania):  On  behalf 
of  the  sponsors  listed  and  many  others,  I  would  like  to  move  Proposal 
No.  140. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.]  .... 

This  is  permissive  legislation  aimed  to  allow  more  institutional 
and  departmental  flexibility  in  managing  a  basketball  program.  ori- 
trols  have  already  been  established  on  the  number  of  recruiting  days 
and  the  number  of  coaches  permitted  to  recruit  off-campus  at  any 
one  time  There  is  no  negative  cost  impact  on  this  legislation. 
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This  legislation  and  proposal  can  enhance  and  broaden  the  experi¬ 
ence  level  to  enable  restricted-earnings  coaches  somewhere  down  the 
road  to  gain  full-time  employment  We  urge  your  support. 

[Proposal  No.  140  (Page  A- 171)  was  defeated  by  Division  I,  142- 

171,  seven  abstentions.] 

Resolution:  Restricted-Earnings  Coach 

Mariah  Snyder  (University  of  Minnesota,  Twin  Cities):  On  behalf 
of  the  Big  Ten  Conference,  I  move  Proposal  No.  141 

[The  motion  was  seconded.) 

Since  the  introduction  of  the  restricted-earnings  coach  position  in 
1991,  much  controversy  has  existed  about  this  position.  The  purpose 
of  this  resolution  is  to  request  the  NCAA  Council  to  conduct  a  study 
and  report  to  the  1996  Convention  on  compensation  limits  and  terms 
of  employment  for  the  restricted-earnings  coach.  The  study  would 
also  include  other  issues  related  to  the  effectiveness  of  current  legis¬ 
lation  such  as  developing  new  coaches,  containing  costs  and  address¬ 
ing  the  coaching  needs  of  each  sport.  The  Big  Ten  Conference  urges 
your  support  of  this  proposal. 

[Proposal  No.  141  (Page  A-172)  was  adopted  by  Division  I.J 

Scouting— Division  l  Basketball— Required  Exchange 
of  Videotapes 

John  V.  Kasser  (University  of  California,  Berkeley):  On  behalf  of 
the  Pacific- 10  Conference,  I  would  like  to  move  Proposal  No.  142. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

With  Division  I  basketball  institutions  unable  to  scout  opponents 
and  persons,  it  is  important  that  meaningful  videotape  legislation  be 
adopted  to  assure  equitable  opportunity  for  all  institutions  to  view 
the  videotape.  This  especially  would  help  the  women’s  basketball 
program  since  they  don’t  have  the  same  access  to  television  as  the 
men’s  program.  I  urge  your  support. 

Patricia  Viverito  (Gateway  Football  Conference):  On  behalf  of  the 
NCAA  Council,  I  speak  in  opposition  to  this  proposal.  The  process  of 
exchanging  videotapes  is  not  one  that  requires  us  to  adopt  national 
legislation. 

The  Council  believes  that  the  monitoring  and  enforcement  of 
videotape  exchange  is  better  left  in  the  hands  of  institutions  and  con¬ 
ferences,  not  NCAA  enforcement.  This  Association  speaks  often  of 
the  need  for  deregulation  It  must  understand  that  we  cannot  begin 
to  deregulate  until  we  find  the  will  to  stop  regulating.  This  is  as  good 
a  place  as  any  to  stop.  We  urge  defeat  of  Proposal  No.  142. 

[Proposal  No.  142  (Page  A- 173)  was  defeated  by  Division  I  1 
Volunteer  Coach— Swimming  and  Diving 

Norman  Chervany  (University  of  Minnesota,  Twin  Cities):  On  be¬ 
half  of  the  Big  Ten  Conference,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No 
146. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.  1 

The  intent  is  to  permit  an  additional  volunteer  coach  at  institu¬ 
tions  that  conduct  separate  men’s  and  women’s  swimming  programs 
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with  a  combined  men’s  and  women’s  diving  program. 

Under  the  current  regulation,  an  institution  that  has  separate 
men’s  and  women’s  swimming  programs  that  combines  diving  pro¬ 
grams  may  have  only  two  volunteer  coaches.  Thus,  in  most  cases 
there  is  no  volunteer  coach  available  for  the  diving  program.  This 
certainly  was  not  intended  by  the  sponsors  of  the  original  legislation. 
To  allow  a  volunteer  coach  for  the  coed  diving  programs  solves  a 
number  of  problems,  not  the  least  of  which  is  making  sure  on  those 
dates  when  separate  men’s  and  women’s  events  are  held  at  different 
locations  there  can  be  a  coach  at  both  locations.  We  urge  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  this  proposal.  .  , 

[Proposal  No.  146  (Page  A- 176)  was  adopted  by  Division  I.J 

WAIVER  .  .  , 

[Note:  The  Division  I  business  session  heard  a  petition  for  a 
waiver  for  Division  /  membership  from  Georgia  State  University. 
The  petition  was  approved.] 

NOMINATING  COMMITTEE 

[Note:  The  slate  for  Division  I  representatives  to  the  Council  was 
approved  as  presented  J 

CLOSING  REMARKS 

Mr.  Sangster:  I  want  to  thank  you.  You  have  been  an  extremely  pa¬ 
tient  and  agreeable  group.  We  have  completed  the  business  in  ad¬ 
vance  of  the  appointed  hour,  but  lunch  is  available  at  this  time 
downstairs.  Thank  you  very  much.  We  are  adjourned. 

[The  Division  I  business  session  was  adjourned  at  12.35  p.m.] 
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Sunday  Evening,  January  8, 1995 


WELCOME 

President  Crowley:  Ladies  and  gentlemen,  good  evening.  It  is 
my  pleasure  to  welcome  you  to  our  Association’s  30th  annual  honors 
program.  Will  you  please  rise  for  the  invocation,  which  will  be  pre¬ 
sented  by  Mr.  Prentice  Gautt,  associate  commissioner  of  the  Big 
Eight  Conference  and  secretary-treasurer  of  the  NCAA. 

INVOCATION 

Prentice  Gautt:  Let  us  pray.  Father,  God,  as  we  gather  to  honor 
and  recognize  these  current  and  future  leaders,  our  youth  reminds 
us  of  popularity,  sports  participation  and  other  youthful  endeavors. 
In  light  of  all  that  surrounding  us,  help  us  to  continue  to  seek  higher 
grounds  as  we  take  time  to  honor  you,  for  we  know  life  is  meaning¬ 
less  without  you.  .  ,  e 

Stripped  of  your  spirit,  our  bodies  return  only  to  dust,  stripped  oi 
your  purpose,  our  work  is  in  vein.  Stripped  of  your  love,  our  service 
is  futile.  Help  us  to  put  you  first  as  we  seek  your  mercy  and  wisdom. 
Thank  you  for  giving  us  youth  and  old  age  with  hope,  for  it  is  the 
wise  person  who  is  motivated  to  continue  to  seek  you. 

And  now  we  ask  that  you  will  bless  this  food  to  the  nourishment  of 
our  bodies  physically  and  spiritually.  In  Christ  sake,  we  pray.  Amen. 

President  Crowley:  Please  be  seated  and  enjoy  your  meal. 

[Note:  Dinner  was  served  to  the  delegates  J 

INTRODUCTIONS 

President  Crowley:  Ladies  and  gentlemen,  if  I  may  have  your 
attention,  please.  Some  of  you,  I  suppose,  have  not  finished  your 
meals,  but  we  have  a  long  agenda  and  a  short  period  of  time  in  which 
to  accomplish  it.  So,  if  you  are  still  eating,  please  have  at  it  I  will 
make  some  preliminary  remarks,  a  couple  of  introductions,  and  then 
we  will  get  on  to  the  main  business  of  the  evening,  which  is  the  pre¬ 
sentation  of  our  honored  guests. 

I  have  just  spent  two  years — two  days  short  of  two  years— long, 
challenging  years  in  some  ways,  and  certainly  rewarding  years  as 
your  president.  Now,  as  my  term  reaches  its  end,  I  know  that  there 
are  many  things  that  I  will  miss  about  this  job.  There  are  a  couple  of 
things  I  will  not  miss  about  it.  But  one  of  the  things  1  will  miss  the 
most  is  the  opportunity  to  preside  over  this  great  dinner. 
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This  is  a  very  special  night.  I  don’t  have  to  tell  you  that.  It  is  a 
time  when  we  take  time  from  our  schedules  to  honor  what  really 
matters,  the  shining  examples  of  the  very  best  college  athletics  has 
to  offer  So,  as  we  listen  tonight  to  the  tremendous  achievements  ot 
the  men  and  women  on  this  dais,  we  will  be  reminded  again  of  the 
real  reason  that  we  are  involved  in  intercollegiate  athletics  as  our 
executive  director  reminded  us  earlier  today,  and  that  is  to  e  p 
young  men  and  women  mature  into  productive,  responsible  citizens, 
providing  them  at  the  same  time  an  opportunity  to  become  the  very 
best  student-athletes  that  they  can  be. 

Many  times,  as  you  know  and  as  we  will  see  again  tonight,  we  hit 
home  runs  in  this  enterprise.  So,  I  would  mvite  you  to  sit  back  and 
celebrate  with  me  some  of  those  home  runs  this  evening  with  the 
NCAA  honors  program  class  of  1995. 

First,  I  would  like  to  make  some  introductions,  a  couple  ol  individu¬ 
als  sharing  the  dais  this  evening  who  will  not  be  specifically  acknowl¬ 
edged  later  in  our  program,  people  who  are  familiar  to  you  certainly.  1 
will  begin  with  the  chair  of  the  NCAA  Honors  Committee,  which  is  re¬ 
sponsible  for  the  selection  of  our  honorees  and  the  planning  of  our  pro¬ 
gram.  Those  folks  always  do  a  great  job  because  they  are  always  well 
informed.  They  are  led  this  year  by  the  chair  of  that  committee,  the 
athletics  director  at  the  University  of  Washington,  who  tomorrow 
night  will  preside  over  the  Honda  Awards  Dinner,  Barbara  Hedges. 

On  this  stage  is  an  outstanding  former  student-athlete  who 
earned  all-Big  Eight  Conference  running  back  honors  and  academic 
all-American  honors,  our  secretary-treasurer,  who  has  represented 
intercollegiate  athletics  with  class  and  skill  for  many  years,  my  col¬ 
league  and  good  friend,  please  welcome  again  Mr.  Prentice  Gautt,  as¬ 
sociate  commissioner  of  the  Big  Eight  Conference. 

The  next  individual  is  someone  who  has  been  in  one  way  or  anoth¬ 
er  serving  intercollegiate  athletics  and  student-athletes  for  40  years 
now.  If  you  throw  in  the  four  in  which  he  himself  competed,  it  is  44 
years  in  the  business.  He  has  spent  so  much  to  help  us  along  in  the 
best  part  of  our  business  as  a  coach,  as  an  administrator  and  now  as 
our  executive  director,  Ced  Dempsey. 

INTRODUCTION  OF  MASTER  OF  CEREMONIES 

President  Crowley:  1  am  told,  I  don’t  know  whether  it  is  true 
and  perhaps  he  will  inform  us  as  to  the  truth  of  this  rumor,  that  our 
master  of  ceremonies  is  usually  asleep  at  this  time  of  night  principal¬ 
ly  so  he  can  get  on  with  the  job  of  waking  us  up  very  early  the  next 

morning,  starting  at  7  o’clock.  .  „  . 

Harry  has  been  coanchor  of  “CBS  This  Morning  since  its  premier 
in  1987.  He  has  covered  stones  from  all  over  the  globe,  including 
broadcasts  from  the  Normandy  beaches  during  last  year’s  50th  an¬ 
niversary  commemoration,  and  from  Moscow  on  the  Russian  crime 

problem.  „  . 

Last  year,  he  cohosted  CBS’  weekday  morning  coverage  ot  the 
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1994  Winter  Olympics.  His  domestic  assignments  have  included  the 
devastating  Midwest  floods  of  1993,  and  numerous  political  stories, 
including  a  show  from  the  White  House  Rose  Garden. 

In  addition,  he  has  earned  three  Emmys  for  his  work  on  “CBS 
This  Morning”  and  the  network’s  prime-time  news  magazine  “48 
Hours.”  Harry  also  has  a  musical  side.  Here  he  sings  a  cappella  with 
Huey  Lewis  and  the  News. 

Prior  to  joining  CBS  News,  Harry  worked  at  television  stations 
and  radio  stations  in  Denver  and  Cincinnati.  Of  course,  you  couldn’t 
see  that  last  play  so  well. 

Harry  Smith:  Rerun  the  tape.  (Laughter) 

President  Crowley:  It  was  the  greatest  tackle  he  ever  made  in 
his  college  career.  I  will  have  to  say  a  few  more  words  about  you, 
Harry.  Harry  learned  a  lot  back  at  Central  College  and  much  of  it  he 
learned  from  a  mentor  who  served  formerly  as  president  of  that  in¬ 
stitution  as  well  as  Division  III  vice-president  of  the  NCAA.  Not  a 
; ,  provider  of  voice  lessons,  but  a  great  fellow,  nonetheless,  Ken  Weller. 

■!\  Harry  and  his  wife,  CBS  Sports  reporter  Andrea  Joyce,  have  two 

jit  young  sons.  Ladies  and  gentlemen,  it  is  a  real  pleasure  to  introduce 

■ij  to  you  our  master  of  ceremonies,  who  I  think,  and  probably  every¬ 

body  joins  me  in  this,  has  a  great  looking  hair  style,  and  who  I 
learned  is  a  writer  of  award-winning  radio  commercials  for  D&D 
Pump  and  Pipe  of  Pella,  old  No.  54,  Harry  Smith.  (Applause) 

TODAY  S  TOP  VIII 

Mr.  Smith:  There  was  a  haircut  requirement  here  by  Joe  tonight. 
Do  you  have  the  tape  re-racked,  by  the  way?  They  told  me  they  did 
find  one  great  play  I  made  in  my  four  years  at  Central  College.  Golly, 
you  know,  you  remember  yourself  playing  better  than  you  actually 
did  You  kids,  you  know,  you  have  your  current  careers  to  celebrate, 
but  those  of  us,  where  it  has  been  a  few  years,  boy,  did  I  kick  butt 
when  1  was  there. 

It  is  really  an  honor  to  be  here.  People  ask  me  what  was  it  like 
playing  Division  III  football?  I  had  the  opportunity  to  play  at  some 
bigger  schools.  The  way  I  always  explained  it,  some  of  our  very  best 
players  were  chemistry  students  and  biology  students  and,  by  golly, 
they  had  labs  on  Tuesdays  and  Thursdays.  So  they  missed  practice. 
Well,  at  least  they  get  to  practice  at  about  5:15  anyway. 

At  our  little  level,  they  could  still  make  nine  or  13  tackles  on  a  Sat¬ 
urday  afternoon,  and  then  go  on  and  become  doctors,  farmers,  or  who 
knows  what  else.  I  am  quite  proud  of  Central  College  and  its  achieve¬ 
ments.  I  will  illustrate  how  great  a  football  player  I  was.  The  year  after 
I  graduated,  Central  won  the  Division  III  national  championship. 

I  also  would  like  to  send  you  greetings  from  my  wife,  Andrea 
Joyce,  who  many  of  you  know  from  various  NCAA  championships, 
especially  women’s  basketball  She  sends  a  howdy.  She  is  home.  I  am 
here.  The  kids  are  with  her,  right?  Sometimes  our  schedules  are  a  lit¬ 
tle  bit  difficult  to  cope  with  She  has  made  many  great  friends  with  a 
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lot  of  you  folks  out  there  and  would  hke  to  send  her  regards,  too,  to 

you  here  tonight  as  well.  j  ^  A  u  ,, 

This  is  such  a  great  night  and  such  an  important  night  to  be  able 
to  celebrate  the  student-athlete  and  to  take  a  minute  to  honor  folks 
and  not  just  pay  attention  to  won  and  loss  records,  or  how  much 
money  CBS  is  going  to  pay  the  NCAA  over  the  next  how  many  years. 

Is  that  eight  years?  It  is  how  much  money?  , 

I  actually  stopped  by  the  chairman  and  executive  officer  s  ottice, 
Larry  Tish’s  office,  before  I  came  here,  and  he  said  if  I  want  a  raise  1 
should  talk  to  Cedric  Dempsey.  (Laughter)  If  I  do  a  good  job,  we  will 
have  a  chat  a  little  bit  later. 

Listen,  there  is  an  important  reason  why  you  are  all  here.  An  im¬ 
portant  reason  why  we  have  some  very  talented  and  excellent  young 
people  here  tonight  as  well.  We  want  to  get  down  to  the  business  at 
hand.  So,  let’s  go  ahead  and  do  that 

I  am  sure  that  this  is  no  secret  to  you.  This  may  be  the  very  best 
portion  of  your  annual  Convention.  Certainly,  these  honorees  have 
all  made  substantial  contributions  to  the  world  of  athletics,  but  they 
have  also  something  much  more  important  in  common.  Through 
their  caring  actions  off  the  field,  they  have  made  life  better  for  count¬ 
less  people  all  across  the  country. 

Let’s  get  down  to  business.  We  will  start  by  calling  attention  to 
your  program,  which  lists  the  student-athletes  who  have  been  named 
Walter  Byers  Scholars,  and  those  who  have  received  NCAA  postgrad¬ 
uate  scholarships  during  the  past  year  The  NCAA  postgraduate 
scholarship  program  began  in  1964  and  since  that  time  the  Associa¬ 
tion  has  invested  more  than  $4  million  in  postgraduate  scholarships 

to  more  than  2,300  student-athletes. 

We  congratulate  each  of  these  outstanding  student-athletes  and 
the  institutions  that  they  represent.  . 

Tonight’s  program  permits  the  Association  to  honor  eight  out¬ 
standing  student-athletes  from  1994  and  six  former  letter-winners 
who  have  distinguished  themselves  in  their  chosen  professions  on 
their  silver  anniversary  as  college  graduates. 

I  take  great  pleasure  in  introducing  the  current  student-athletes 

Amy  N.  Albers ,  Washington  University  (Missouri)  Volleyball 

As  a  high  school  senior,  Amy  made  an  appearance  on  Sports  Illus¬ 
trated^  “Faces  in  the  Crowd”  page.  Four  years  later,  we  can  safely  say 
that  this  is  one  student-athlete  who  lived  up  to  her  advance  billing. 

Amy  Albers  may  be  the  finest  women’s  volleyball  player  ever  to 
compete  on  the  Division  111  level.  During  her  three-year  career,  she 
was  twice  named  Division  III  national  player  of  the  year. 

The  three- time  all-American  led  Washington  to  three  consecutive 
national  championships,  and  each  time  was  named  to  the  NCAA  all¬ 
tournament  team.  The  Bears  lost  just  four  of  130  matches  during  her 
career,  which  included  an  NCAA-record  59  consecutive  victories. 

Due  in  large  part  to  Amy’s  brilliance,  Washington  has  won  80  con- 
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secutive  matches  against  Division  III  competition  Amy  proved  her 
big-time  status  by  earning  a  berth  in  last  year’s  U.S.  Olympic  Festi¬ 
val,  the  first  Division  III  volleyball  player  to  do  so.  She  promptly 
helped  her  team  to  the  gold  medal. 

She  finished  her  career  last  month  with  1,591  kills  and  an  NCAA- 
record  .530  career  hitting  percentage. 

Amy  is  a  killer  in  the  classroom,  too.  A  two-time  academic  all- 
American,  she  will  graduate  in  May  sporting  about  a  3.5  grade- 
point-average  with  a  major  in  marketing. 

She  currently  serves  as  Washington  University’s  senior  class  sec¬ 
retary,  and  serves  on  the  university’s  Council  of  Student-Athletes. 

Last  year,  she  was  selected  to  Washington’s  junior  leadership  hon¬ 
orary,  which  operates  the  largest  student-run  charity  carnival  in  the 
nation.  (Applause) 

Last  summer,  she  served  as  a  mutual  funds  marketing  intern  for 
Edward  Jones  &  Company.  I  have  asked  her  to  stay  afterwards  in 
case  any  of  you  need  a  little  help  along  that  line. 

Amy  is  going  to  receive  her  award  from  John  Schael,  director  of 
athletics  at  Washington  University. 

Kelly  Blair,  University  of  Oregon,  Ti'ack  and  Field. 

Most  of  us  are  quite  content  to  do  one  thing  very  well,  or  maybe 
two  things,  or  maybe  even  three  if  we  are  lucky.  Well,  Kelly  Blair 
didn’t  stop  there  She  does  a  whole  lot  of  things  well. 

Kelly  is  a  three-time  all-American  in  the  heptathlon,  a  demanding, 
seven-event  competition  that  includes  the  long  jump,  high  jump,  100- 
meter  hurdles,  shot  put,  javelin,  and  the  800  and  200  meters.  Kelly 
won  the  1993  NCAA  championship  and  finished  second  in  1994 

In  1993,  she  set  the  Pacific-10  Conference  meet  record  with  5,989 
points.  For  her  efforts,  she  was  named  the  Pac-10  female  track  and 
field  athlete  of  the  year. 

You  can  find  her  name  all  over  the  Oregon  record  book.  She  holds 
the  university’s  record  for  points  in  a  heptathlon  She  ranks  second 
in  the  100-meter  hurdles,  third  in  the  400-meter  hurdles  and  fourth 
in  the  long  and  high  jumps 

Twice  she  has  finished  in  the  top  four  at  the  USA  Track  and  Field 
Championships,  and  “Track  &  Field  News”  ranked  her  as  the  na¬ 
tion’s  fourth  best  heptathlete  in  1993. 

Kelly  soared  to  tremendous  heights  in  the  classroom  as  well.  She 
graduated  with  a  3.89  grade-point  average  with  a  major  in  manage¬ 
ment  and  a  minor  in  economics. 

She  won  an  NCAA  postgraduate  scholarship  and  was  a  two-time 
first  team  academic  all-American. 

As  a  senior,  Kelly  won  Oregon’s  Emerald  Trophy  as  the  universi¬ 
ty’s  top  senior  student-athlete.  (Applause) 

She  was  also  a  member  of  the  National  Business  Honor  Society,  and 
served  an  internship  at  a  health-care  company  in  Eugene.  She  also 
spoke  in  several  schools  about  fitness,  nutrition  and  athletic  training. 

Kelly  will  receive  her  award  from  Barbara  Walker,  associate  direc- 
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tor  of  athletics  at  Oregon. 

Derrick  Brooks,  Florida  State  University,  Football. 

Derrick  Brooks  earned  his  degree  in  communications  m  372  years 
How  appropriate!  He  communicates  well  off  the  field,  but  he  commu¬ 
nicates  really  well  on  the  field,  especially  with  opposing  ball  carriers. 

Derrick  Brooks  has  been  the  heart  and  soul  of  the  nationally 
ranked  Florida  State  defense  for  the  past  two  seasons.  He  has  what 
scouts  call  a  nose  for  the  football.  He  had  a  hand  in  77  tackles  this 
year,  41  of  them  solo.  He  led  the  team  in  interceptions  this  season, 
and  was  in  the  top  three  in  tackles,  sacks  and  pass  break-ups.  His 
last-minute  interception  sealed  Florida  State’s  victory  in  last  week’s 
Sugar  Bowl. 

A  two-time  all-American  linebacker,  he  has  been  a  finalist  the  past 
two  seasons  for  the  Lombardi  Award,  given  to  the  nation’s  outstand¬ 
ing  interior  defensive  player. 

Derrick  tackled  the  books  as  ferociously  as  he  did  opposing  run¬ 
ning  backs.  A  two-time  academic  all-American,  Derrick  graduated 
last  month  with  a  3  25  grade-point  average. 

He  received  postgraduate  scholarships  this  year  from  the  NCAA  and 
the  National  Football  Foundation  and  the  College  Hall  of  Fame,  and 
was  named  to  the  College  Football  Association  scholar-athlete  team. 

He  spent  the  last  two  years  on  the  Atlantic  Coast  Conference 
honor  roll  and  the  Florida  State  dean  s  list.  The  ACC  has  named  him 
to  its  all-academic  team  in  each  of  the  last  three  seasons  \ 

Derrick  served  as  youth  chairman  of  the  March  of  Dimes  last  year, 
and  was  a  Florida  State  Foundation  delegate,  speaking  to  various 
groups,  including  schools  and  prisons.  He  also  found  time  to  serve  on 
the  NCAA  Special  Committee  to  Study  a  Division  I-A  Football 
Championship. 

Derrick  will  receive  his  award  from  Talbot  “Sandy”  D’Alemberte, 
president,  of  Florida  State. 

Lisa  Anne  Flood,  Villanova  University ,  Swimming, 

When  you  mention  Villanova  athletics,  most  fans  talk  about  cross 
country,  track  and  basketball.  But  thanks  to  Lisa  Flood,  at  Villanova 
they  are  now  talking  about  swimming. 

Lisa  won  all-American  honors  eight  times  as  a  breaststroker  for 
the  Wildcats,  and  became  Villanova’s  first-ever  swimming  national 
champion.  In  her  banner  year,  1992,  she  won  the  NCAA  title  in  the 
200-yard  breast  and  finished  ninth  in  the  100-yard  breast. 

Later  that  year,  she  won  a  spot  on  Canada’s  Olympic  team  as  a 
100-meter  breaststroker,  and  finished  14th  at  Barcelona. 

Lisa  also  had  top- 10  finishes  in  the  100  and  200  breast  at  the 
1991,  1993  and  1994  NCAA  championships.  She  won  eight  individu¬ 
al  titles  at  Big  East  Conference  championships,  including  breast¬ 
stroke  titles  four  straight  years.  Twice  she  was  named  outstanding 
female  swimmer  at  the  Big  East  championships. 

She  currently  owns  Villanova  and  Big  East  Conference  records  in 
both  breaststroke  events 
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Lisa  made  quite  a  splash  out  of  the  pool  as  well.  She  graduated 
with  a  3.71  grade-point  average,  majoring  in  psychology.  A  first-team 
academic  all-American,  she  won  postgraduate  scholarships  from 
both  the  NCAA  and  the  Big  East. 

She  was  named  to  two  honor  societies  in  her  senior  year  and  found 
time  to  volunteer  for  Special  Olympics.  She  also  was  a  member  of 
Villanova’s  Environmental  Group,  the  Class  of  ’94  Awards  Commit¬ 
tee  and  was  a  senior  class  volunteer,  working  at  homeless  shelters 
and  soup  kitchens. 

She  currently  is  enrolled  in  graduate  courses  in  psychology  at  Vil- 
lanova  and  training  for  further  competition  with  Team  Canada. 

Lisa  will  receive  her  award  from  Gene  DeFelipo,  director  of  athlet¬ 
ics  at  Villanova. 

Christopher  Hatcher,  Valdosta  State  University ,  Football. 

Four  years  ago,  freshman  Chris  Hatcher  walked  on  to  Valdosta 
State’s  football  team.  It  took  him  exactly  four  games  to  take  over  the 
offense.  Forty-one  consecutive  starts  later  you  need  a  super  comput¬ 
er  to  keep  up  with  his  statistics. 

Chris’s  career  has  been  nothing  short  of  astounding.  He  holds  21 
national  Division  II  records  He  threw  for  10,878  yards,  including  16, 
300-yard  games,  29  consecutive  200-yard  games  and  116  touch¬ 
downs. 

Chris  completed  an  astonishing  69  percent  of  his  attempts,  com¬ 
peting  1,001  passes  over  four  years. 

This  season  alone  he  threw  for  nearly  3,600  yards,  326  yards  per 
game,  50  touchdowns,  and  was  intercepted  just  nine  times  in  430  at¬ 
tempts.  He  completed  an  amazing  75  percent  of  his  passes  this  year 
and  led  the  nation  in  four  categories. 

He  led  the  Blazers  this  year  to  an  11-2  record  and  all  the  way  to 
the  Division  II  quarterfinals,  where  they  dropped  a  three-point,  dou¬ 
ble-overtime  decision  to  eventual  champion  North  Alabama.  For  his 
efforts,  he  was  awarded  the  Harlon  Hill  Trophy,  Division  IPs  “Heis- 
man”  trophy. 

Chris  set  some  pretty  high  standards  in  the  classroom  as  well.  He 
carries  a  3.7  GPA  in  physical  education,  and  is  a  two-time  college  di¬ 
vision  all-academic  player  of  the  year.  Last  month,  he  was  one  of 
only  15  recipients  of  a  postgraduate  fellowship  from  the  National 
Football  Foundation. 

Chris  is  an  active  participant  in  the  university’s  community  part¬ 
ners  program,  speaking  in  schools  about  the  importance  of  educa¬ 
tion.  He  serves  on  Valdosta  state’s  student-athlete  advisory  council, 
and  volunteers  as  a  youth  league  baseball  coach. 

Chris  will  receive  his  award  from  Herb  Reinhard,  director  of  ath¬ 
letics  at  Valdosta  State. 

Lea  Loveless ,  Stanford  University,  Swimming. 

Lea  currently  serves  as  an  assistant  coach  of  the  women’s  swim 
program  at  Northwestern  University.  If  she  can  help  lead  the  Wild¬ 
cats  to  a  fraction  of  the  success  that  she  enjoyed  at  Stanford,  the 
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Wildcats  can  look  forward  to  some  very  exciting  winters. 

Lea’s  list  of  accomplishments  during  her  Stanford  career  could  fill 
an  Olympic-sized  swimming  pool. 

At  the  1992  Olympic  games  in  Barcelona,  she  won  a  gold  medal  in 
the  400-meter  medley  relay,  a  bronze  medal  in  the  100-meter  back- 
stroke  and  a  fourth  in  the  200-meter  backstroke. 

She  was  even  more  dominant  in  collegiate  competition,  helping 
lead  Stanford  to  three  NCAA  and  three  Pacific- 10  Conference  team 
championships  in  three  years. 

During  that  time,  she  won  10  NCAA  titles  and  earned  all-Ameri¬ 
can  honors  19  times.  Last  year,  she  won  the  NCAA  championship  in 
the  100  backstroke  for  the  third  straight  time. 

Lea  won  15  Pac-10  titles,  and  set  conference  records  in  the  100- 
and  200-yard  backstroke. 

She  owns  the  American  record  in  the  100-yard  backstroke,  set  at 
the  1992  NCAA  championships,  and  the  100-meter  American  record, 
set  on  the  leadoff  leg  of  the  gold-medal-winning  4-by-100  medley 
team  in  Barcelona. 

Lea  graduated  with  a  3.15  grade-point  average,  majoring  in  Amer¬ 
ican  studies.  She  was  also  a  three-time  all-academic  Pac-10  selec¬ 
tion,  and  a  member  of  Stanford’s  athletics  honor  roll. 

Even  with  these  time  demands,  Lea  still  found  time  to  speak  to  nu¬ 
merous  groups  of  underprivileged  kids  in  East  Palo  Alto.  She  also  was 
a  teaching  assistant  in  a  living  skills  class  at  Palo  Alto  High  School. 

Lea  will  receive  her  award  from  Cheryl  Levick,  senior  associate  di¬ 
rector  of  athletics  at  Stanford. 

Rob  Zatechka,  University  of  Nebraska,  Lincoln,  Football. 

Coach  Tom  Osborne  can  tell  you  how  well  Rob  “grades  out”  on  the 
weekly  Cornhusker  game  films.  But  the  real  story  of  this  young  man 
is  how  he  has  “graded  out”  off  the  field. 

A  two-year  starter  on  Nebraska’s  offensive  line,  Rob  and  his  line- 
mates  were  so  good  they  were  tabbed  “offensive  player  of  the  year” 
by  Sports  Illustrated.  Their  devastating  blocks  enabled  the  Corn- 
huskers  to  rush  for  340  yards  per  game,  and  helped  Nebraska  win  its 
first  national  championship  in  23  years. 

Known  by  his  teammates  as  a  calm,  controlled  machine,  Rob  aver¬ 
aged  nearly  seven  “pancakes,”  or  knock-down  blocks,  per  game  this 
year  on  an  offensive  line  that  was  called  for  holding  just  four  times 
all  season.  Of  all  the  great  Nebraska  lines  over  the  years,  Rob  and 
his  buddies  are  considered  the  best  of  the  best. 

Off  the  field,  Rob  takes  the  terra  “A-OK”  to  a  new  level.  He  hasn’t 
seen  a  “B”  on  his  report  card  since  before  high  school,  or  a  “C”  or  a 
“D”  or  an  “F.”  In  December,  Rob  graduated  with  honors  and  a  perfect 
4.0  grade-point  average.  His  major,  biological  sciences,  has  prepared 
him  well  for  medical  school. 

A  two-time  first-team  all-American,  Rob  last  month  was  named 
the  National  Football  Foundation’s  scholar-athlete  of  the  year;  he 
also  won  an  NCAA  postgraduate  scholarship.  He  may  soon  have  to 


Honors  Dinner 


307 


choose  between  medical  school  and  a  career  in  professional  football. 

Rob’s  outstanding  character  has  been  recognized  on  campus  and 
off.  He  is  the  first  male  athlete  at  Nebraska  to  be  named  the  school’s 
outstanding  student  of  the  year.  He  served  on  the  Special  NCAA 
Committee  to  Study  a  Division  DA  Football  Playoff,  and^still  found 
time  to  be  one  of  the  most  active  volunteers  in  Nebraska’s  outreach 
program. 

Rob  will  receive  his  award  from  Graham  Spanier,  chancellor  at 
Nebraska. 

Tanya  Hughes ,  University  of  Arizona,  Track  and  Field . 

NCAA  champion,  World  University  Games  gold  medalist,  Olympic 
team  member,  Pacific- 10  Conference  champion.  Suffice  it  to  say  that 
the  only  person  happy  to  see  Tanya  Hughes  graduate  last  spring 
were  opposing  coaches. 

Tanya  Hughes  graduated  as  the  most  accomplished  female  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  ever  to  wear  an  Arizona  uniform.  She  won  four  NCAA 
and  three  Pac-10  Conference  high-jump  titles. 

She  was  a  member  of  the  1992  United  States  Olympic  team.  She 
won  the  gold  medal  at  the  1993  World  University  Games,  and  was 
ranked  as  the  number  one  high  jumper  in  the  United  States  in  1992* 
and  1993. 

Tanya  scaled  even  greater  heights  off  the  track.  She  graduated 
with  a  3.51  grade-point  average,  majoring  m  Interdisciplinary  Stud¬ 
ies.  An  academic  all-American,  she  also  won  first-team  Pac-10  all- 
academic  honors  and  Arizona's  academic  achievement  award  four 
straight  years. 

As  part  of  a  substance  abuse  education  speakers  bureau,  Tanya 
has  spoken  to  thousands  of  youngsters  and  served  on  Arizona’s  and 
the  NCAA’s  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committees. 

She  coordinated  phone  banks  and  information  volunteers  to  aid  in 
passing  the  Martin  Luther  King  Jr.  holiday  in  Arizona.  Little  won¬ 
der,  then,  that  two  months  ago  she  was  named  NCAA  Woman  of  the 
Year. 

Tanya  served  as  a  spokeswoman  for  Arizona’s  alcohol  awareness 
program,  and  was  a  member  of  the  university’s  Minority  Advisory 
Committee.  Currently  she  is  pursuing  a  master’s  degree  at  the  Thun- 
derbird  International  School  of  Management  m  Glendale,  Arizona. 

Tanya  will  receive  her  award  from  Manuel  Pacheco,  president  at 
Arizona. 

Tanya,  if  you  don’t  mind,  now  is  the  chance  for  you  to  say  some¬ 
thing  on  behalf  of  your  fellow  honorees 

Tanya  Yvette  Hughes  (University  of  Arizona):  First  of  all,  I  give 
thanks  to  God  for  his  many  blessings  and  his  gifts  for  allowing  us  to 
be  here  this  evening.  Before  1  got  up  here,  I  tried  to  talk  to  some  of 
my  fellow  honorees  to  see  who  they  would  like  to  thank  for  this  op¬ 
portunity  in  getting  to  where  they  are  today. 

First  of  all,  a  lot  of  them  said,  “I  would  like  to  thank  God  for  my 
gift.”  They  said,  “I  would  like  to  thank  my  family  and  friends.”  Also 
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we  would  all  like  to  thank  the  NCAA  for  providing  the  opportunity  for 
those  of  us  who  may  have  started  in  Pop  Warner  or  running  foot  races 
when  we  were  little,  to  be  able  to  continue  to  develop  our  talents  on  a 
collegiate  level  Hopefully,  we  can  take  those  to  another  level. 

However,  we  have  learned  other  lessons  and  have  been  given  other 
opportunities.  So  often  as  student-athletes,  sometimes  all  we  want  is 
just  one  moment  in  time  where  we  can  just  be  more  than  what  we 
thought  we  could  be.  The  NCAA,  I  would  urge  you  as  you  go  through 
this  Convention  to  think  about  those  student-athletes  who  are  to  fol¬ 
low. 

Also,  time  has  dictated  it  is  better  that  people  remember  things 
with  a  song  than  in  just  hearing  them.  A  couple  of  people  have  asked 
me,  “Would  you  sing?”  I  think  that  I  would  just  like  for  you  to  hear 
this  one  thing  I  think  all  of  us  can  say  “we  want  one  moment  in  time.” 

(Whereupon,  Tanya  Hughes  sang  “One  Moment  In  Time  ”) 

Thank  you  for  the  many  moments.  (Applause) 

Mr,  Smith:  T  think  we  should  stand  up  and  give  all  of  these  great 
kids  a  great  round  of  applause. 

(Whereupon,  the  assembly  extended  a  prolonged  rising  ovation.) 

Mr.  Smith:  A  special  thank  you  to  Tanya. 

Tanya,  the  next  time  I  sing  with  Huey  Lewis,  I  know  who  to  take 
with  me. 

SILVER  ANNIVERSARY  HONOREES 

Mr.  Smith:  We  now  want  to  salute  the  Silver  Anniversary  Hon¬ 
orees. 

Lesley  L .  Bush,  Indiana  University ,  Diving. 

Lesley  Bush  stands  before  you  a  terrific  reminder  that  we  should 
not  always  listen  to  the  so-called  “experts.” 

Before  the  1964  Olympics,  the  experts  said  that  Lesley  would  fin¬ 
ish  last  in  the  10-meter  diving  competition,  and  maybe  with  good 
reason.  After  all,  when  the  Olympic  competition  began  that  year,  she 
had  been  diving  from  that  height  for  only  five  weeks. 

From  out  of  nowhere  she  was  able  to  be  in  control  of  herself.  She 
was  exciting  and  in  control  of  herself  under  stress  and  controlled  her 
fears.  She  believed  in  herself  and  was  able  to  listen. 

Bush  listened  very  well  and  dove  into  history,  taking  home  the 
gold  medal.  She  is  the  last  American  woman  to  win  an  Olympic  gold 
medal  in  that  event. 

Two  years  later,  she  defied  the  experts  again,  winning  gold  in  the 
10-meter  dive  at  what  is  now  the  World  University  Games,  and  in 
1967  she  won  gold  at  the  Pan  American  Games. 

Lesley  received  a  degree  in  biology  at  Indiana,  and  also  earned  a 
teacher’s  certificate.  Along  the  way  she  won  five  AAU  national  div¬ 
ing  championships,  diver-of-the-year  honors  in  1967,  and  participat¬ 
ed  in  her  second  Olympics  in  1968. 

In  the  mid-1970s,  Lesley  volunteered  as  the  diving  coach  at  the 
University  of  Arizona.  Later,  she  served  as  the  head  men’s  and 


women's  diving  coach  at  Princeton  University. 

In  1986,  Bush  was  inducted  into  the  International  Swimming  Hall 
of  Fame.  The  following  year  she  became  the  first  female  inductee 
into  Indiana  University’s  Athletics  Hall  of  Fame. 

Lesley  has  been  a  high-school  biology  teacher  for  the  last  23  years. 
In  addition  to  teaching  at  Coral  Shores  High  School  in  Florida,  Les¬ 
ley  coordinates  the  student  volunteer  program,  encouraging  high- 
school  students  to  get  involved  in  community  service  programs. 

Lesley  will  receive  her  award  from  Mary  Ann  Rohleder,  associate 
director  of  athletics  at  Indiana. 

Larry  EchoHawk ,  Brigham  Young  University,  Football. 

Larry  EchoHawk  never  missed  a  game  during  his  football  career 
at  Brigham  Young.  That  kind  of  stamina  has  held  him  in  good  stead 
during  a  stellar  career  of  public  service. 

Larry  started  at  the  safety  position  for  the  Cougars  in  both  his  ju¬ 
nior  and  senior  seasons.  As  a  junior,  he  led  the  team  with  five  inter¬ 
ceptions.  The  following  year  he  contributed  25  unassisted  tackles 
and  had  a  hand  in  29  others.  He  was  named  that  year  to  the  first 
team  all-academic  team  in  the  Western  Athletic  Conference. 

Larry  next  tackled  law  school,  earning  his  degree  from  the  Univer¬ 
sity  of  Utah.  He  was  named  chief  counsel  to  the  Shoshone-Bannock 
tribes  in  Idaho  in  1977,  becoming  one  of  the  first  Native  Americans 
entrusted  to  represent  Indian  tribal  government. 

Larry  was  elected  to  the  Idaho  House  of  Representatives  in  1982, 
became  a  county  prosecutor  in  1986,  and  in  1990  was  elected  Idaho's 
attorney  general,  the  first  Native  American  in  U.S.  history  elected  to 
that  office 

In  1992,  he  addressed  the  Democratic  National  Convention  and 
became  the  first  Native  American  to  lead  a  state  delegation  into  a 
political  convention.  Last  year,  he  won  Idaho’s  Democratic  guberna¬ 
torial  primary  with  74  percent  of  the  vote,  but  dropped  a  close  deci¬ 
sion  in  the  general  election. 

Larry  created  a  drug  task  force  in  Idaho’s  Bannock  County  and  a 
multidisciplinary  team  for  the  investigation  and  prevention  of  child 
abuse  that  served  as  a  model  for  the  state. 

He  has  taught  law  at  three  universities  and  serves  on  the  board  of 
visitors  at  Brigham  Young  University’s  School  of  Law,  where  next 
week  he  will  begin  a  term  as  a  visiting  professor. 

In  1992,  George  Washington  University  presented  him  with  its 
Martin  Luther  King  medal  for  contributions  to  human  rights.  Es¬ 
quire  magazine  named  him  the  “Best  of  a  New  Generation,”  and  we 
couldn’t  agree  more. 

Larry  will  receive  his  award  from  Clayne  Jensen,  director  of  ath¬ 
letics  at  Brigham  Young 

Bob  Lanier, ;  St.  Bonaventure  University ,  Basketball. 

Bob  Lanier’s  immense  talent  left  an  indelible  mark  on  the  sport  of 
basketball.  But  his  impact  on  the  sport  is  felt  just  as  much  off  the 
court  as  on 
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Laniers  impact  began  as  a  dominating,  three-time  all-American 
center  at  St.  Bonaventure.  His  career  average  of  28  points  and  16  re¬ 
bounds  carried  the  Bonnies  to  the  upper  echelon  of  college  basket¬ 
ball.  His  sweeping  left  hook  shot  was  virtually  unstoppable,  and  bt. 
Bonaventure  rode  it  to  an  average  of  23  victories  a  year  during  his 

three-year  career.  ,  .  . 

In  1970,  he  led  the  Bonnies  to  the  Final  Four,  but  did  not  play  in 
the  Final  Four  because  of  a  knee  injury  suffered  late  in  the  regional 
final.  Just  try  convincing  St.  Bonaventure  fans  that  Bobs  injury 
didn’t  cost  the  Bonnies  a  national  championship!  ^ 

Bob’s  impact  continued  during  his  14-year  professional  year.  A 
number  one  draft  pick  and  eight-time  NBA  all-star,  he  ranks  among 
the  top  20  all-time  in  both  points  and  rebounds.  His  number  has 
been  retired  by  every  team  he  has  played  for  in  high  school,  college 
and  the  professional  ranks.  In  1992,  he  was  enshrined  into  the  Bas¬ 
Bob  served  for  four  years  as  president  of  the  NBA  Players  Associa¬ 
tion  During  that  time,  the  NBA  instituted  its  revolutionary  revenue- 
sharing  plan,  the  first  of  its  kind  in  professional  sports.  He  was  also 
a  guiding  force  in  the  formation  of  the  league’s  substance-abuse  pro- 

gl  Bob  has  been  active  in  Special  Olympics,  Boys  and  Girls  Clubs, 
and  Big  Brothers/Big  Sisters.  He  served  for  years  as  national  chair¬ 
man  of* the  NBA’s  Stay  in  School  program.  ' 

He  returned  to  the  sideline  this  year  as  an  assistant  coach  lor  the 

Golden  State  Warriors.  „  ,  ,  .  ..  .  f 

He  will  receive  his  award  from  Robert  Wickenheiser,  president  ot 

St.  Bonaventure.  _  ,  , 

Kwaku  0  he  tie-  Frempong,  Yale  University ,  Soccer  and  Track  and 

Fi  eld 

Kwaku  came  to  the  United  States  from  his  native  Ghana  to  study 
medicine.  At  Yale,  he  was  a  giant  on  the  track  and  on  the  soccer 
field,  and  now  he  is  a  giant  in  the  field  of  medicine. 

On  the  field,  Kwaku  earned  three  letters  in  soccer,  including  sec¬ 
ond  team  all-Ivy  League  honors  as  a  senior,  that  after  earning  honor¬ 
able  mention  status  during  his  sophomore  and  junior  years. 

On  the  track,  he  was  even  more  impressive.  He  won  the  60-yard 
and  the  120-yard  high  hurdles  at  the  IC-4A  championships  his  se¬ 
nior  year.  He  set  the  school  record  m  the  120-year  hurdles,  and  still 
holds  the  Yale  indoor  record  in  the  60-yard  hurdles.  He  was  named 
Yale’s  outstanding  male  athlete  his  senior  year. 

Kwaku  spent  eight  years  on  Ghana’s  national  track  team,  and  he 
represented  Ghana  in  the  1972  Olympic  Games. 

Despite  those  successes,  Kwaku  s  most  important  contributions 
have  come  away  from  the  athletics  arena. 

He  currently  serves  as  the  director  of  the  Comprehensive  bickle 
Cell  Center  at  Children’s  Hospital  in  Philadelphia,  one  of  only  10 
such  centers  m  America. 
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Coincidentally,  we  at  “CBS  This  Morning”  recently  ran  a  piece  on 
Kwaku’s  work  with  a  camp  for  children  afflicted  with  this  terrible 

Since  1989,  he  has  been  an  associate  professor  of  pediatrics  at  the 
University  of  Pennsylvania.  Also  since  1991,  he  has  been  president 
of  the  Sickle  Cell  Disease  Association  of  America,  and  for  two  years 
was  chair  of  the  Sickle  Cell  Disease  Advisory  Committee  of  the  SNa- 

tional  Institutes  of  Health 

For  four  years,  he  was  the  director  of  pediatric  hematology  and  on¬ 
cology  at  the  Tulane  University  School  of  Medicine.  Kwaku  has 
found  time  to  give  dozens  of  lectures  regarding  sickle  cell  disease  o 

groups  around  the  country  and  the  world. 

Kwaku  will  receive  his  award  from  Thomas  Beckett,  director  of 
athletics  at  Yale 

Mike  Phipps,  Purdue  University,  Football. 

The  quarterback  legacy  at  Purdue  includes  some  celebrated 
names,  including  Hall-of-Famers  Len  Dawson  and  Bob  Gnese.  But 
only  Mike  Phipps  has  engineered  the  Boilermakers  to  three  straight 
wins  over  Notre  Dame.  For  that  fact  alone,  he  holds  a  special  place 

in  the  hearts  of  Purdue  football  fans. 

Mike  took  over  Purdue’s  offense  in  the  first  game  of  his  sophomore 
year.  He  led  the  Boilermakers  to  a  road  victory  over  Texas  A&M 
passing  for  more  than  200  yards  in  the  first  half  alone.  The  nex 
week  he  passed  for  238  yards  in  a  win  over  No.  1  Notre  Dame  No 
one  else  had  a  shot  at  the  job  until  graduation  day  three  years  laten 
Mike  directed  the  Boilermakers  to  22  wins  in  the  27  games  he 
started.  He  passed  for  more  than  5,400  yards  set  24  Purdue  and  Big 
Ten  Conference  records,  and  finished  among  the  all-time  NCAA  elite 

in  total  offense.  ,  „  _  , 

During  a  brilliant  senior  season,  Mike  threw  for  over  2,700  yards 
and  23  touchdowns,  and  finished  runner-up  to  Oklahoma  s  Steve 
Owens  in  the  Heisman  Trophy  race.  . 

Mike  was  an  all-star  off  the  field  as  well.  The  academic  all-Ameri¬ 
can  graduated  with  a  B-plus  average  in  industrial  economics.  He 
was  offered  a  Rhodes  scholarship,  but  declined  to  pursue  a  career  in 
professional  football.  He  spent  12  seasons  in  the  NFL,  seven  with  the 
Cleveland  Browns,  who  drafted  him  number  one,  and  five  with  the 

Currently,  Mike  is  an  agent  for  Northwestern  Mutual  Life  and 
owns  two  businesses.  He  is  active  in  the  Fellowship  of  Christian  Ath¬ 
letes  and  the  NFL  Players  Alumni  Association.  He  is  an  active  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Spanish  River  Presbyterian  Church  in  Fort  Lauderdale. 
He  was  also  offensive  coordinator  for  three  years  at  Westminster 
Academy  in  Fort  Lauderdale,  and  helped  them  to  win  the  state  title 
in  1990.  Of  course,  the  fact  that  current  Florida  State  quarterback 

Danny  Kanell  was  his  quarterback  didn  t  hurt. 

Mike  will  receive  his  award  from  Dr.  Steven  Beering,  president  of 
Purdue. 
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Mike  Reid,  Pennsylvania  State  University.  Football.  ,  ,, 

Mike  earned  a  stellar  reputation  making  tackles  on  the  football 
field.  But  in  his  next  chosen  field,  he  earned  an  even  greater  repu 

tion  for  making  something  else.  , 

At  Penn  State,  Mike  Reid  developed  into  arguably  the  most  domi¬ 
nant  defensive  player  in  the  country.  In  1969,  he  won  the  Outland 
Trophy  as  the  nation’s  best  interior  lineman  and  the  Maxwell  Trophy 
as  the  outstanding  player  in  college  football. 

The  Cincinnati  Bengals  made  him  their  number  one  draft t  pick :  n 
the  1970  NFL  draft,  and  Mike  wasted  no  time  justifying  the  Bengals 
choice.  He  was  named  NFL  defensive  rookie  of  the  y«.  «d two  sea¬ 
sons  later  he  made  his  first  of  two  appearances  at  the  NFL  Pro  Bowl. 

But  Mike  Reid  longed  for  something  more  Although  he  l>ked  mak 
ing  tackles,  he  loved  making  music.  So  Mike  retired  from  footba  , 
dusted  off  his  music  degree  and  began  a  career  in  songwriting.  He 
made  an  impact  in  Nashville  as  quickly  as  he  had  in  football 

In  1983,  he  scored  his  first  number  one  country  hit.  Since  then  he 
has  composed  over  30  Top  10  country  and  pop  hits,  15  of  which  have 
gone  all  the  way  to  number  one.  Here  is  a  sample. 
g  In  1985,  he  was  named  Songwriter  of  the  Year,  earning  Grammy 
Awards  for  two  songs  sung  by  Ronnie  Milsap,  Stranger  in  My 
House”  and  “Lost  in  the  Fifties.”  Mike  has  also  written  songs  for  su¬ 
perstars  Kenny  Rogers,  Bonnie  Raitt  and  Alabama.  _ 

P  This  year,  Mike  shared  the  Tennessee  Governor  s  Award  for  the 
Arts  for  a  modern  dance  piece  he  wrote  for  the  Tennessee  Dance  The¬ 
atre.  The  piece  has  already  been  performed  on  Broadway  m  New  Yot  _ 
Mike  will  receive  his  award  from  Joab  Thomas,  president  at  Penn 

Mike  has  a  few  words  to  say  on  behalf  of  the  other  Silver  Anniver- 

sary  Honorees  .  .  .  .  .  .  „ 

Mike  Reid  (Pennsylvania  State  University):  1  have  spent  a  little 
time  looking  over  the  names  of  past  winners  of  this  Silver  Anniver¬ 
sary  Award,  and  one  name  in  particular  stands  out  especially  this 
year  Wilma  Rudolph.  Wilma  Rudolph  overcame  ternble  illness  as  a 
child  to  become  one  of  the  great  athletes  the  world  has  ever  known. 

She  did  wonderful  things  for  thousands  and  thousands  of  children 
through  the  Wilma  Rudolph  Foundation,  and  sadly  Wilma  passed 
away  a  couple  of  months  ago.  But  as  current  Silver  Anniversary  win¬ 
ners,  we  all  couldn’t  pass  up  the  opportunity  to  recognize  a  former 
winner  of  this  award.  So,  if  you  would,  please  join  me  in  saluting  this 
great  woman  with  your  heartfelt  round  of  applause.  (Applause) 
h  You  do  me  an  honor  by  having  me  speak  for  the  six  of  us.  That  cre¬ 
ates  a  mystery.  I  have  no  idea  why.  I  figured  I  was  the  last  one  to  be 
asked.  This  is  a  significant  award.  I  don’t  know  all  of  the  other  five 
people,  although  Mike  Phipps  and  I  butt  heads  on  occasion.  I  am 
sure  we  questioned  each  other’s  family  from  time  to  time  back  in  the 
years  when  we  were  on  opposing  teams.  ,  , 

So,  the  things  I  have  to  say  may  speak  more  for  myself,  and  hope- 
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fully  for  them  as  well.  This  anniversary  award  is  significant.  It’s  a 
lovely  gesture,  particularly  at  this  time  in  one’s  life.  If  you  consider 
it’s  been  25  years  since  we  have  left  our  respective  schools,  what  does 
that  do? 

That  puts  us  smack  in  the  middle  of  our  fourth  decade  of  life,  the 
struggle  through  the  dreaded  mid-life  crisis  years. 

Part  and  parcel  to  that  time  in  one’s  life  is  reflection,  taking  stock 
I  think  that  most  people,  a  lot  of  times  from  the  privacy  of  their 
hearts  at  that  particular  time  of  life  secretly  wonder  if  our  lives  have 
come  to  anything  useful  at  all,  useful  for  other  people. 

The  NCAA  stands  for  education.  We  are  lucky  to  have  benefitted 
from  being  educated.  Perhaps  what  is  even  more  important  than  ed¬ 
ucation  is  what  we  choose  to  learn  with  our  education.  I  have 
learned  that  to  be  considered  a  successful  person  in  our  culture  is 
wonderful,  it  is  lovely 

I  have  also  learned  there  is  another  side  to  it.  That  is  the  side 
where  ambition  and  the  desire  for  success  wage  an  ongoing  periodic 
battle  with  compassion.  It  is  simple.  You  may  desire  to  be  a  more  car¬ 
ing  person.  Ambition  and  success  are  the  desires  for  good  things. 

They  are  in  and  of  themselves  wonderful  things.  They  build  coun¬ 
tries,  they  have  built  companies,  put  people  to  work,  cured  diseases, 
and  in  general  they  have  the  power  to  make  our  lives  better  But  left 
unchecked,  when  ambition  and  desire  are  everything,  when  they 
take  the  place  of  the  ability  to  see  anything  or  anyone  else,  it  seems 
to  me  that  is  the  beginning  of  the  undoing  of  the  individual. 

It  is  the  first  step  along  the  road  to  the  destruction  of  the  very  pre¬ 
cious  commodity,  the  human  heart  and  soul.  These  people,  the  six  of 
us  at  this  stage  of  life,  it  seems  that  we  are  by  nature  people  who 
tend  to  look  to  the  future,  think  about  the  future.  What  does  the  fu¬ 
ture  hold?  What  do  I  have  to  do? 

I  think  that  makes  this  award  even  more  greatly  received  by  us, 
because  we  tend  to  do  that  relentlessly.  This  gives  us  a  moment  to 
pause  and  think  that  perhaps  over  the  last  25  years  on  the  odd  occa¬ 
sion  we  made  good  choices. 

But  I  think  come  tomorrow,  and  I  speak  for  myself,  when  I  am  on 
my  way  home  thinking  about  what  we  might  do,  what  I  might  do 
with  the  next  25  years  of  my  life,  I  am  going  to  think  about  what  the 
great  writer  Tennessee  Williams  said  near  the  end  of  his  life  when 
the  man  asked  Tennessee,  “Do  you  believe  in  life  after  death?”  “I  do,” 
he  replied,  “in  the  hearts  and  minds  of  those  who  love  me  ” 

On  behalf  of  the  six  of  us  Silver  Anniversary  honorees  and  the 
memory  of  Wilma  Rudolph,  I  thank  you.  (Applause) 

THEODORE  ROOSEVELT  AWARD 

Mr.  Smith:  It  is  now  time  for  us  to  turn  our  attention  to  the  focal 
point  of  each  honors  program,  the  presentation  of  the  Theodore  Roo¬ 
sevelt  Award,  the  highest  honor  the  Association  bestows  on  an  indi¬ 
vidual. 
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Your  program  includes  pictures  of  past  winners  of  this  award, 
which  recognizes  a  distinguished  citizen  who,  having  earned  a  varsi¬ 
ty  athletics  award  in  college,  has  exemplified  ideals  and  purposes  to 
which  college  athletics  programs  and  amateur  sports  competition  are 
dedicated. 

It  is  a  distinguished  group,  including,  as  you  will  note,  former 
presidents,  military  leaders  and  pioneers  in  space  and  medicine.  All 
truly  have  been  worthy  of  this  recognition. 

Bob  Mathias  may  well  be  the  greatest  athlete  of  our  time. 

While  perfecting  his  craft,  the  decathlon.  Bob  toiled  in  relative  ob¬ 
scurity  far  from  the  bright  lights  that  now  accompany  Olympic  stars. 

In  1948,  the  public  cared  little  about  the  decathlon.  At  the 
Olympic  qualifying  meet  that  year  in  Bloomfield,  New  Jersey,  the 
public-address  announcer  bellowed,  “The  Mathias  family  has  ar¬ 
rived.  Our  attendance  has  just  doubled.” 

But  Bob  Mathias  changed  all  that,  raising  the  decathlon  to  an  ab¬ 
solute  art  form.  He  then  raised  public  service  to  an  art  form,  and  for 
that  we  honor  him  tonight. 

Bob  Mathias  unveiled  his  athletics  brilliance  at  Tulare  High 
School  in  California,  where  he  starred  in  basketball,  football  and 
track. 

During  his  junior  year  in  high  school,  Bob  decided  to  tram  for  the 
decathlon.  Less  than  a  year  later,  he  won  the  Pasadena  Games,  earn¬ 
ing  himself  an  invitation  to  the  Olympic  trials  in  New  Jersey.  There, 
as  a  high -school  senior,  he  whipped  the  competition  to  become  the 
number  one  decathlete  on  the  U  S.  Olympic  team. 

In  the  1948  Olympics,  at  the  age  of  17  in  front  of  80,000  people  in 
London’s  Wembley  Stadium,  Mathias  won  the  gold  medal. 

That  fall  he  enrolled  at  Stanford,  determined  to  break  the  Olympic 
decathlon  record  at  the  1952  Olympic  Games.  He  played  football  for 
two  years,  and  started  in  the  backfield  in  the  1952  Rose  Bowl,  the 
first  man  ever  to  compete  m  the  Rose  Bowl  and  the  Olympics  in  the 
same  year. 

He  graduated  as  the  top  kickoff  returner  in  Stanford  history.  This 
96-yard  kickoff  return  helped  vault  Stanford  past  Southern  Cal  and 
into  the  1952  Rose  Bowl  Look  at  him  go! 

In  1952,  he  became  the  first  and  only  man  to  win  two  Olympic  de¬ 
cathlons.  In  the  process,  he  also  set  new  world  and  Olympic  records. 

After  graduation,  Bob  spent  two  years  in  the  United  States  Ma¬ 
rine  Corps.  Then,  as  a  sports  ambassador  for  the  State  Department, 
he  organized  and  encouraged  youth  sports  programs  on  four  conti¬ 
nents. 

In  1966,  he  was  elected  to  the  first  of  four  terms  in  the  United 
States  House  of  Representatives,  and  served  on  the  House  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Foreign  Affairs  Committees. 

Bob  served  for  seven  years  as  director  of  the  U.S.  Olympic  training 
center  in  Colorado  Springs  and  for  nearly  three  years  as  the  execu¬ 
tive  director  of  the  National  Fitness  Foundation.  In  1974,  he  was 
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elected  to  the  National  Track  and  Field  Hall  of  Fame. 

Along  the  way,  he  won  roles  in  a  TV  series,  several  TV  commer¬ 
cials  and  four  motion  pictures.  He  also  handled  commentator  chores 
for  network  sports  telecasts. 

Since  1986,  Bob  has  been  president  of  the  nonprofit  American 
Sports  Kids  Association,  an  organization  that  helps  kids  through 
sports  all  throughout  the  United  States. 

It  is  with  great  pleasure  that  I  present  to  you  a  man  accomplished 
in  many  fields,  athletics,  acting,  statesmanship,  politics  and,  most 
importantly,  a  man  deeply  committed  to  the  youth  of  this  country. 

Ladies  and  gentlemen,  the  1995  Theodore  Roosevelt  Award  win¬ 
ner,  Bob  Mathias,  Stanford  University.  (Applause) 

President  Crowley:  Bob,  if  you  will  hold  this,  which  you  so  nchly 
deserve,  I  will  read  the  inscription.  “In  recognition  of  your  superb  un¬ 
dergraduate  career  as  a  student  and  an  athlete,  and  your  continuing 
commitment  to  the  highest  personal  standards,  this  award  is  present- 
ed  to  you  for  your  continuing  interest  and  concern  for  amateur  athlet¬ 
ics,  and  for  exemplifying  the  finest  tradition  of  public  service  as  a 
sports  ambassador  and  a  United  States  Congressman.”  (Applause) 

Robert  B.  Mathias  (Stanford  University):  Thank  you  very  much 
Thanks  so  much,  Joe.  I  sincerely  want  to  thank  the  NCAA  for  this 
really  truly  fabulous  award.  If  my  grandkids  were  here  today  and 
they  looked  through  the  program  and  would  see  all  the  former  win¬ 
ners  of  the  Teddy  Award,  they  would  say,  “That  is  awesome. 

So,  once  again,  I  feel  like  tonight  it  is  awesome  to  be  here  and  to 
be  included  with  all  these  wonderful  people  who  have  been  previous 
recipients  of  the  Teddy  Award.  In  watching  the  film  tonight,  it 
brought  back  hundreds  of  memories  of  the  good  old  days,  Tulare 
High  School  and  Stanford  University 

I  have  got  to  tell  you  this,  Harry.  It  is  good  to  see  that  somebody 
else  has  black-and-white  films.  You  and  i  are  the  only  guys  here 
tonight,  even  though  you  don’t  look  like  it,  who  are  old  enough  to 
have  black-and-white  films. 

I  would  like  to  congratulate  all  of  the  Top  VIII  student-athletes.  It 
is  fabulous  what  you  have  done.  I  just  wish  I  was  young  enough  to 
compete  against  you.  I  really  got  that  feeling  tonight.  Nice  going.  You 
are  all  just  tremendous  young  men  and  women,  and  you  will  have  a 
great  future. 

The  things  the  Silver  Anniversary  people  have  done,  it  is  just 
super.  Fine  athletes,  of  course,  in  your  competitive  day,  but  what  all 
of  you  have  done  since  that  time,  it  makes  us  all  proud  that  we  are 
Americans  and  that  you  have  helped  really  make  America  great. 
Congratulations  to  all  of  you  tonight,  you  have  done  a  super  job. 

One  of  the  things  I  love  to  tease  our  Stanford  AD  about  is  digging 
up  this  old  black-and-white  film  of  the  96-yard  run  back.  Let  me  give 
you  some  history  on  this.  That  was  probably  the  easiest  run  I  have 
ever  made,  because  in  football  you  have  guys  who  are  supposed  to 
block. 
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If  they  do  the  right  job  and  they  block  everybody,  you  are  supposed 
to  make',  touchdown  every  time.  It  doesn’t  happen  that  way  all  the 
time  But  on  this  one  particular  play,  a  guy  named  Frank  G 
juTt  made  a  touchdown.  Frank  Gifford  was  a  great  halfback  for  USC 

^ofcotrse^he  play  was  whoever  caught  the  ball  down  there  would 
run  up  the  middle  and  cut  to  the  right.  That  was  the  play,  up  to 
right. ^  Well,  on  that  particular  play,  I  caught  it  but  I  sort  of  fumb 
it  It  sort  of  almost  touched  the  ground.  j 

The  whole  process  was  just  a  couple  of  seconds,  you  n°w> 
save  all  the  blockers  time  to  block.  So  I  went  up  there  and 
fudden  I  cut  to  the  right.  There  is  nobody  there.  I  “uldnt  believe^ 
Except  one  guy,  this  Frank  Gifford,  and  he  had  kicked  off  and  he 
didn’t  want  to  tackle  anybody.  He  was  the  last  person. 

I  knew  it  was  Frank,  so  I  slowed  up.  Frank  came  over  to  get  me, 
a„d  I  put  n  a  push  and  shot  ahead,  and  Frank  didn’t  touch  me.  So 
every  time  I  see  Frank  today,  I  say,  “Hey,  Frank  remember  *at  51 
USC-Stanford  game?”  Every  time  he  says,  No,  I  don  t  remember 

that  trame  ”  That  was  the  easy  play  , 

The  Xys  you  will  always  remember  are  the  tough  ones  where  you 
have  really  got  to  do  it  by  yourself,  sort  of  one-on-one  a  lot.  When  ev¬ 
erybody  doesn’t  block,  it  is  not  fun.  A  couple  of  guys  tackle  you.  you 
get  away  from  them,  that  is  when  the  real  fun  in  football  come  . 

That  was  football  at  Stanford  ,  , ,  r  iq^q 

I  guess  mv  greatest  love  for  Stanford  was  track  and  field.  In  1948 
I  was  iust  out  of  high  school  and  17  years  old.  I  was  lucky  enough  to 
have  a  great  coach  named  Virgil  Jackson,  who  really  taught  me  all 
the  basics  of  maybe  Five  or  six  of  these  decathlon  events.  A 

At  17,  you  really  don’t  know  a  lot  about  international  sports^  At 
least  I  didn't.  The  Olympic  Games  had  not  been  held  since  1936  in 
Berlin  something  like  12  years  before.  I  really  wasnt  familiar  with 
the  Olympic  Games  I  knew  they  were  international  big  track  meets, 

bUSoH?  went  there  anticipating  that  1  will  do  Jus^h®^st  I  ^ 
it  might  be  fun  to  go  and  get  experience  for  the  5 *  Games.  Hucked 
out  and  I  came  in  first.  I  came  back  home  and  said,  Well,  that  was 

fU  BuMhree° days'tater  after  that  I  said,  “I  have  got  to  learn  some¬ 
thing  about  this  decathlon  and  about  the  Olympic  Games?  1  star  ed 
reading  and  a  name  I  came  across  was  Glenn  Morrison,  who  won  the 
decathfon  in  1936  in  Berlin.  I  looked  at  his  marks  in  the  100  meter. 

Hei'saidtto  myself  maybe  if  I  really  work  hard  I  can  do  it  in  10.9.  I 
went  down  the  long  jump,  the  high  jump  the  hurdles i  the  javehn 
and  all  these  events,  and  in  my  mind  all  of  a  sudden  I  said  1  think 

can  beat  Glenn  Morrison  s  marks  , 

So  orobablv  that  was  the  first  time  in  my  life  I  had  a  goal  ana 
that  was  to  beat  Glenn  Morrison’s  marks  in  this  decathlon  event. 
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The  next  three  years  were  really  the  most  fun  part  of  my  life  in  com- 
petition,  because  I  had  a  goal  in  life. 

When  I  went  to  Stanford,  they  still  had  the  dirt  tracks,  no  synthet¬ 
ic  tracks.  They  bad  the  stiff  pole,  they  didn’t  have  the  fiberglass 
vault  poles,  the  shot  discus  circles  were  still  dirt.  All  the  equipment 
was  pretty  bad.  It  wasn’t  just  Stanford,  Ted,  it  was  every  place. 

I  had  a  great  coach,  Jack  Weyerhauser.  For  three  years,  he  really 
went  out  of  his  way  to  spend  extra  time  after  work.  Jack  would  stay 
with  me  and  work  my  tail  off.  I  really  didn’t  like  to  work  that  hard, 
but  he  understood  for  me  to  accomplish  my  goal  he  had  to  work  me,  I 
guess.  He  did. 

So,  today  I  thank  Jack,  a  coach  at  Stanford,  for  helping  me  go  on 
to  the  Olympic  Games  in  Helsinki  in  1952  and  accomplish  my  goal  of 
beating  Glenn  Morrison’s  mark  and  setting  the  world  record  in  those 
Olympic  Games.  He  was  a  great  college  coach. 

The  hundreds  of  other  memories  that  you  have  are  just  fantastic. 
Let  me  just  tell  you  one  out  of  many,  many  stories.  This  was  a  dual 
meet  at  Stanford  with  USC,  and  the  best  hurdler  in  the  world  was 
Jack  Davis.  In  my  mind,  for  some  reason,  I  always  thought  I  could 
beat  Jack  Davis  in  his  hurdle  race. 

It  was  a  dual  meet  and  I  was  psyched  up.  I  thought  about  beating 
Jack  Davis  for  months  ahead  of  time  and  I  was  psyched  up  during 
the  low  hurdle  race.  Well,  we  started  off  and  Jack  was  in  the  right 
lane  next  to  me.  We  started  off  and,  man,  I  just  took  off. 

I  was  so  excited  and  so  hyped  up,  and  after  eight  hurdles  I  was 
ahead.  I  didn’t  see  Jack.  But  then  right  about  a  step  after  the  eighth 
hurdle,  out  of  the  corner  of  my  eye  I  saw  Jack.  About  that  time,  he 
hollered  at  me,  he  said,  “Bob!”  and  for  just  a  brief  moment  I  looked 
over  to  Jack  and  he  looked  at  me  and  he  said  to  me,  “Let’s  go1” 

We  both  looked  back  and  Jack  beat  me  by  about  a  foot.  He  did  beat 
me.  But  that  was  one  of  the  greatest  races  of  my  memory  that  I  have 
ever  had,  because  I  guess  I  was  so  excited  to  go  against  a  guy  like  Jack 
Davis.  I  think  I  gave  him  a  real  race  that  day.  I  never  did  meet  him  in 
the  rest  of  my  career  in  the  hurdles.  What  he  said  was,  “Let’s  go!” 

Let  me  close  by  saying  to  ail  of  you  great  student-athletes,  the  Top 
VIII,  when  all  of  you  go  back  home  to  your  different  positions,  and 
whatever  you  are  doing  right  now,  and  to  the  Silver  Anniversary  peo¬ 
ple,  wherever  you  go  across  the  United  States,  all  of  you  out  here 
tonight,  whether  housewives,  administrators,  coaches,  everything 
that  you  do  withm  the  NCAA,  I  hope  that  sometime  during  this  year 
on  some  occasion  you  will  look  at  somebody  that  needs  a  little  extra 
push,  and  maybe  somebody  that  needs  to  be  helped  over  the  last  cou¬ 
ple  of  hurdles,  I  would  hope  that  you  would  look  at  that  person  and 
say,  “Let’s  go!” 

Thank  you  very  much.  It  is  a  great  honor  being  here.  (Applause) 

President  Crowley:  Thank  you,  Bob.  I  am  pleased  now  to  pre¬ 
sent  to  Ted  Lei  and,  the  director  of  athletics  at  Stanford  University,  a 
plaque  that  commemorates  this  honor  to  one  of  his  most  outstanding 
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alumni.  Ted.  (Applause)  r 

Mr.  Smith:  Well,  that  about  does  it.  In  about  half  an  hour,  they 
say  they  will  have  the  tape  reracked,  and  if  anybody  wants  to  stick 
around  and  see  me  after  we  make  that  last  tackle,  we  will  do  that  at 

about  10:45  or  so  (Laughter)  .  . 

Also  1  want  to  say  “hi”  to  Kathy  Orban  from  Western  Illinois  Uni¬ 
versity.  Are  you  here?  We  went  to  high  school  together.  Somebody 
asked  me  before  the  evening  began,  “Gee,  2,200  people,  have  you 
ever  talked  to  2,200  people  before?”  I  said,  Well,  I  talk  to  a  few  mil¬ 
lion  more  than  that  every  morning.”  Of  course,  you  all  usually  have  a 
little  less  clothes  on  It  is  nice  to  see  you  fully  clothed  for  a  change. 

(LIt  hasten  a  real  delight  to  have  been  invited  here  as  your  master 
of  ceremonies.  We  interview  special  people  every  day  on  CBS  1  his 
Morning,”  but  I  am  awed  at  the  quality  of  the  folks  up  on  this  dias 
tonight.  I  only  hope  my  two  kids— I  have  a  five-year-old  and  a  14- 
month-old— can  achieve  a  tiny,  tiny  fraction  of  what  you  have  all 

^  think  that  it  is  terrific  that  you  at  the  NCAA  take  time  from  your 
busy  work  schedules  to  recognize  these  great  kids  and  great 
grownups,  who  all  truly  epitomize  the  values  of  intercollegiate  ath- 

letThank  you  very  much  for  inviting  me.  Joe,  it  is  all  yours.  (Ap- 

Plapresident  Crowley:  Harry,  thanks  for  a  terrific  job  and  for  shar¬ 
ing  your  time  with  us  We  are  in  your  debt.  As  a  token  of  the  appreci¬ 
ation  of  the  organization  for  serving  so  ably  as  our  master  of  cere¬ 
monies  tonight,  the  NCAA  will  send  a  check  to  Central  College  for 
$1  000  in  the  name  of  immortal  No.  54.  Thanks  very  much.  (Ap¬ 
plause)  Now,  if  you  will  please  rise,  we  will  conclude  the  evening 
with  Prentice  Gautt,  who  will  present  the  benediction. 

BENEDICTION 

Mr.  Gautt:  Let  us  pray. 

Father  God,  we  have  seen  and  we  have  heard  about  these  men 
and  women  who  you  provided  talent  beyond  the  average.  Teach  us 
all  to  enjoy  life  knowing  that  we  are  not  exempt  from  obeying  your 

commands.  ,  ,  . _ -  i;r_ 

Help  us  to  continue  seeking  the  purpose  and  meaning  m  l  ie, 
knowing  they  cannot  be  found  in  human  endeavors,  as  we  attempt  to 
place  you  first  in  all  that  we  do  here.  Help  us  to  love  what  is  kind  to 
do,  what  is  right  and  to  walk  humbly  with  you.  In  Jesus  name,  we 

^  President  Crowley:  Thank  you  very  much,  ladies  and  gentle¬ 
men.  That  concludes  the  evening. 
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Monday  Afternoon,  January  9, 1995 

The  general  business  session  was  called  to  order  at  2:45  p  m.  wit 
President  Joseph  N.  Crowley  presiding. 

0  President  Crowley:  I  would  like  to  call  makT  which 

■  nrripr  olease.  I  have  some  announcements  to  make  wnic 

conceivably  will  be  of  interest  to  you.  Even  if  they  are  not,  I  am  going 

t0  We  have  to  accomplish  this  afternoon  the i  business  o f  the :  P ^sldeJ1 
tial  Agenda  Day,  which  means  on  our  agenda  we  need  to  get  throug 
Proposal  No.  41  before  we  can  declare  this  day  done.  We  can  go 

window  will  open  directly  following  the  forum 

on  restructuring. 

DISCUSSION 

Restructuring 

.= — 

lasf  year’s  Convention  specifying  that  restructuring  needed  to  be 
StlW^ established  a  task  force  for  each  division.  We  solicited  the 

oversight  committee  are  very  interested  in  hearing  those  views. 
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structuring.  ,  afWnoon _ I  will  introduce  them  now  so 

sity,  cochair  of  the  Division  I  task  force,  and  a  member  of  the 

wSoTmci  i.  President  Albert  Herbert, »1« ^ 

will  be  giving  their  reports  to  you  right  now  beginning  with  Buzz 
Shaw.  ni  (Syracuse  University):  Thank  you  very  much, 

;S&S3?£  DWi^mTmbership  WeV  that  the  following 

eS-Ste'SSS  S3n  participation  by  an  inter- 

action  with  constituent  groups. 

Fourthly  simplification  of  the  legislative  process. 

Fifthly  streamlining  of  the  committee  structure  to  provide  for  ad- 
J„;SurbTe«ched,.,si.n  of  issues  considered  important  ..  ». 

Ha  i=  Firett  in  the  area  of  governance,  we  propose  more  com- 
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control  its  own  operating  bylaws.  Each  division  also  would  establish 
its  own  governance  structure.  In  our  case,  we  are  proposing  a  15- 
member  board  of  directors  as  the  final  authority,  made  up  exclusive¬ 
ly  of  chief  executive  officers. 

This  board  would,  among  other  duties,  establish  and  direct  the 
general  policy  of  the  division,  adopt  bylaws  governing  the  division 
and  employ  the  chief  administrator  of  the  NCAA.  The  composition  of 
the  board  would  provide  for  nine  representatives  of  Division  I-A  and 
six  from  Divisions  I-AA  and  I-AAA. 

There  would  also  be  a  13-member  management  council  estab- 
lished  to  make  recommendations  to  the  board  of  directors.  It  would 
be  comprised  of  athletics  directors,  administrators,  senior  women  ad¬ 
ministrators,  faculty  athletics  representatives,  assistant  or  associate 
athletics  directors,  and  conference  administrators.  This  management 
council  would  consist  of  34  members. 

We  also  envision  there  being  four  Division  I  cabinets,  which  would 
be  established  subordinate  to  the  management  council.  They  would 
receive  input  from  the  membership  and  make  recommendations  to 
the  management  council.  On  this  point,  we  anticipate  there  would  be 
much  streamlining  of  current  committees. 

Now,  there  would  be  some  committees  obviously  that  would  need 
to  be  retained.  We  suspect,  for  example,  the  committees  dealing  with 
enforcement  would  need  to  be  retained.  But  we  would  see  much  elim¬ 
ination  of  the  present  committee  structure. 

Finally,  we  would  propose  that  the  top  elected  officials  from  each 
division  comprise  an  executive  committee.  The  top  official  from  Divi¬ 
sion  I-A,  one  from  Division  I-AA  or  I-AAA,  one  each  from  Divisions  II 
and  III,  plus  the  chief  administrator  of  the  Association.  This  group’s 
authority  would  be  limited  to  monitoring  the  three  divisions’  adher¬ 
ence  to  the  corporate  purposes,  principles  and  policies.  The  executive 
committee  could  call  for  a  membership  vote  on  any  division  action 
that  it  believed  to  be  contrary  to  the  core  values. 

Such  an  action  would  then  be  considered  by  the  members  of  all 
three  divisions  and  a  two-thirds  majority  vote  of  the  entire  Associa¬ 
tion  would  be  required  to  overturn  the  action  of  any  of  the  divisions. 

Let  me  talk  a  little  bit  about  the  area  of  legislative  process.  The 
core  values  binding  all  three  divisions  would  be  set  forth  in  the  con¬ 
stitution,  which  could  be  changed  only  by  a  two-thirds  vote  of  the  en¬ 
tire  assembly.  The  board  of  directors  would  have  ultimate  responsi¬ 
bility  for  adopting  changes  in  the  Division  I  bylaws. 

The  management  council  would  be  responsible  for  developing 
those  changes  in  handling  the  details  of  rules  making.  Legislative 
changes  could  be  suggested  by  a  cabinet  committee,  by  a  member  in¬ 
stitution  or  a  conference,  a  member  of  the  management  council  or 
any  other  sources.  Notice  of  any  proposed  change  would  be  sent  to 
the  membership  for  review  and  comment  with  final  action  to  be 
taken  by  the  management  council  and  the  board  of  directors. 

We  also  propose  the  establishment  of  a  process  by  which  the  Divi- 
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sion  I  membership  could  override  legislative  change  adopted  by  the 
board  or  by  the  management  council.  Here,  if  30  institutions  wanted 
to  cal!  for  a  membership  vote  on  the  matter,  they  could, 
would  take  a  two-thirds  majority  vote  of  the  membership  to  cha  g 
the  actions  of  the  board  or  the  council.  ,  . 

The  nature  of  the  annual  Convention  would  clearly  change  m  this 
structure  with  the  elimination  of  legislative  sessions  or  at  lea wt .limit¬ 
ing  them  seriously.  We  think  that  at  least  in  the  near  future  the  Con¬ 
vention  should  be  continued,  but  primarily  as  an  °PP«Jj“‘g 
membership  to  identify  and  discuss  issues  to  plan  for  the '  ["Jure  to 
conduct  professional  development  activities,  to  hold  celebrato  y 
items  such  as  the  honors  dinner  and  generally  meet  with  colleagues 

in  intercollegiate  athletics  .♦  tir 

The  task  force  was  also  concerned  about  the  revenue  question, 
would  recommend  that  the  current  formula  for  distributing  revenues 
from  existing  sources  for  Division  1  be  maintained.  This  could  only  be 
changedby'a  two-thirds  vote  of  Division  I  With  regard  to  Divisions 

II  and  III  we  are  suggesting  that  the  current  proportion  o  gen 
operating  'revenues  that  areVesently  allocated  to  Divisions  II  and 

III  be  maintained.  That  is,  any  decrease  or  increase  in .revenues from 
existing  sources  would  be  reflected  proportionately  in  the  Divisions 
II  andSIII  allocations.  Again,  this  could  be  changed,  but  only  by  a 

two-thirds  vote  of  the  entire  membership. 

In  addition  to  the  guaranteed  allocations,  the  budget -jouldcon- 
tinue  to  provide  for  basic  administrative  services  and  catastrophic 
injury  insurance  for  Divisions  II  and  III.  The  task  force  proposes 
that  the  board  of  directors  be  responsible  for  determining  the  appro 
priate  distribution  of  any  revenues  from  new  sources  from  within  U 

V1A° third  point,  the  current  level  of  access  to  championship  competi- 
in  SvWon  I  would  b.  guaranteed.  That  la,  eurren  p « I. 
structures  in  certain  championships,  the  field  sizes  and  the  numbe 
of  automatic-qualifying  conferences  would  be  maintained^ 

We  also  don’t  recommend  any  changes  in  Division  1  membership 
criteria  Obviously,  once  the  governance  changes  occurred,  the  newly 
federated  structure  could  deal  with  this  and  many  other  issues. 

I  hope  you  can  see  from  this  summary  that  there  are  many  details 
that  have  vet  to  come  together  and  issues  yet  to  be  resolved.  From 
our  prellmmary  discussions  with  Divisions  II  and  III  it  seems  that 
all  three  divisions  are  m  general  agreement  with  the  key  compo¬ 
nents  of  greater  federation,  greater  presidential  authority  and  fund¬ 
ing  guarantees.  The  task  force  plans  to  solicit  the  opinions  of  Divi¬ 
sion  I  members  in  the  ensuing  weeks  and  meet  again  in  February 
review  the  membership’s  reaction  and  comment.  .  .  .. 

Adam  W.  Herbert  (University  of  North  Florida):  The  Division  I 
task  force  has  held  two  meetings  this  fall.  We  also  met  with  the  Divi¬ 
sion  III  task  force  and  look  forward  to  a  similar  meeting  with  the  Di 
vision  I  task  force. 
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Although  many  questions  clearly  remain  to  be  resolved  and  a 
number  of  operational  details  still  must  be  addressed,  our  task  forces 
reached  several  important  conclusions.  These  were  published  in  the 
December  21  edition  of  The  NCAA  News  and  also  were  sent  to  each 
Division  II  institution  and  conference. 

I  would  like  to  briefly  summarize  the  current  thinking  of  the  task 
force  by  focusing  on  six  areas.  First,  concepts  and  values.  In  examin¬ 
ing  the  concepts  and  values  on  which  task  force  recommendations 
have  been  based,  it  is  clear  that  the  Division  II  task  force  agrees 
with  many  of  the  governance  concepts  and  also  values  that  have 
been  developed  by  the  Divisions  I  and  III  task  forces. 

To  illustrate,  we  do  believe  in  a  more  federated  approach  to  gover¬ 
nance  in  which  each  division  would  have  the  ability  to  regulate  itself 
within  the  overarching  framework  of  a  set  of  core  values,  principles, 
purposes  and  policies  that  will  bind  the  entire  Association  together. 

We  agree  that  the  new  governance  structure  must  provide  for  in¬ 
creased  presidential  control.  We  also  see  the  need  for  a  management 
council  or  committee  in  each  division  that  would  address  the  day-to- 
day  aspects  of  Association  activities. 

We  agree  that  the  legislative  process  must  be  simplified  to  provide 
for  more  timely  resolution  of  issues  and  concerns,  and  finally  we 
share  a  belief  that  the  current  NCAA  committee  structure  should  be 
streamlined.  With  regard  to  governance,  our  task  force  strongly  rec¬ 
ommends  a  more  federated  and  representative  organizational  struc¬ 
ture  in  which  each  division  would  regulate  concerns  specific  to  that 
division.  We  propose  that  a  presidents  council  become  the  final  poli¬ 
cy,  budgetary  and  regulatory  approval  authority  in  Division  II.  This 
council  would  be  comprised  exclusively  of  chief  executive  officers.  Al¬ 
though  the  composition  of  the  presidents  council  has  not  been  final¬ 
ized,  it  is  the  task  force’s  thought  that  this  entity  would  be  comprised 
primarily  by  the  regional  or  conference  representatives  with  some  at- 
large  positions  to  accommodate  the  interests  of  independent  institu¬ 
tions  and  also  to  ensure  both  gender  and  ethnic  diversity. 

A  management  council  would  also  be  established  to  adopt  operat¬ 
ing  bylaws,  rules  and  regulations,  which  would  govern  Division  II 
subject  to  ratification  by  the  presidents  council.  This  entity  would  be 
comprised  of  approximately  25  members. 

With  reference  to  the  committee  structure,  the  Division  II  task 
force  feels  that  most  committees  should  be  federated.  They  would  be 
appointed  by  each  division  management  committee  and  would  make 
recommendations  in  the  case  of  our  division  to  the  management  com¬ 
mittee  in  much  the  same  way  that  the  committees  currently  make 
recommendations  to  the  NCAA  Council.  It  is  our  belief  that  there 
should  be  some  streamlining  of  current  committees.  We  have  identi¬ 
fied  seven  Division  II-specific  committees.  Our  task  force  also  feels 
that  some  existing  NCAA  committees  warrant  continuation  as  Asso¬ 
ciation-wide  entities  but  with  possible  changes  in  their  charges. 

Finally,  like  the  Division  I  task  force,  we  agree  that  an  Associa¬ 
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tion-wide  executive  board  or  executive  committee  should  te  formed 
to  monitor  each  division's  adherence  to  the  core  purposes,  princip 
and  policies  that  bind  the  Association.  Its  composition  should  include 
the  too  elected  officials  from  each  division,  plus  the  chief  admimstra 
mr  of  the  Association.  Unl.ke  the  Division  I  task  force,  it  .s  our  feet- 
n2  that  this  association’s  executive  board,  not  the  Division  I  board  of 
governors,  should  have  the  responsibility  for  selecting  the  execu  iv 
director  and  for  oversight  of  the  overall  NCAA  operating  budget. 

The  executive  board  also  would  have  long-range  planning  respon- 
sibTlities and  act. as  the  Association’s  voice  on  all  issues  of  general 
concern  In  addition,  the  executive  board  would  have  the  authority  to 
call  for  a  membership  vote  on  any  division  action  that  it  determi  d 
S  Hint™”  to  the  pu.pos,.,  the  valuos.  the  polio,,  or  pr.no.ple. 

°f  Wlth'regari “'the  lesislativ.  process,  as  1  mentioned 
presidents  council  would  have  ultimate  responsibility  in  Division  n 
f01  approving  changes  in  our  division  operating  bylaws,  rules  and 
regulaUons  The  management  council  would  be  charged  by  the  presi¬ 
dents  counc,  with  responsibility  for  developing  legislative  changes 
consistent  wih division  policy  as  established  by  the  presidents  coun- 
cit  Although  such  a  process  would  handle  a  majority  of  the  legis  a 
tive  changes  that  would  occur  during  the  year,  the  task  force  feels 
that  procedures  must  be  maintained  that  permit  member  ins  1 
Irnnste  submit  legislative  proposals  to  be  acted  on  by  the  D.v.s.on  II 
mpmhershiD  at  the  annual  Convention.  . 

Further,  a  process  should  be  implemented  that  permits  the t  Divi- 
sion  II  membership  to  override  any  legislative  changes  adopted  by 
the  management  committee  or  the  presidents  council  during  the  pr - 
vmus  year  The  task  force  believes  that  the  annual  Convention 

“nloufdSitio™,  th.  Division  II  U..K  force  identified  «v- 
era!  guarantees  that  we  believe  are  essential  to  Division  II  m  any 
new  overall  governance  structure.  First,  we  believe  that  ^  current 
quality  and  accessibility  of  NCAA  championships  for  Division  II  in¬ 
stitutions  must  be  maintained.  We  believe  that  tl}e  ,pr^ra"^  h  ~ 
rentlv  provided  to  Division  II  institutions  and  students,  such  as 
catas  trophic- injury  insurance  and  drug  testing,  must  be  maintained 

■  almTlerbT»  S  D^ion  II  institutions  must  h„,  a  con* 
tutionallv  protected  budget,  one  that  contributes  a  percentage  of  the 
total  NCAA  operating  budget  that  equals  or  exceeds  „  basis  andtfie 
the  current  percentage  of  funds  on  a  per  instit 

necessary  funds  for  operating  Division  II  championships  and  the  cu  - 

rent  amount  of  enhancement  money.  .  .  TF 

Finally  we  believe  that  services  available  to  the  Division  II  mem¬ 
bership  through  the  national  office,  such  as  legislative  serv’^e®’ 
statistics  and  research  initiatives,  must  continue  at  the  current 
an  enhanced  level. 
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Regarding  membership,  the  Division  II  task  force  took  no  action  to 
modify  the  current  criteria  for  membership  in  Division  II.  We  do  be¬ 
lieve,  however,  that  any  new  structure  that  emphasizes  increased 
membership  federation  in  Division  II  must  address  problems  inher¬ 
ent  to  the  influx  of  new  members,  particularly  from  the  NAIA,  and 
with  issues  related  to  additional  divisions  or  subdivisions  to  accom¬ 
modate  the  potential  growth  in  both  Division  II  and  Division  III. 

The  task  force  also  believes  that  it  may  be  desirable  to  establish 
some  sort  of  open-enrollment  period  to  permit  classification  in  the  di¬ 
vision  of  choice  for  all  current  NCAA  members. 

Finally,  with  regard  to  the  executive  director  or  president  of  the 
Association,  we  believe  very  strongly  that  leadership  and  account¬ 
ability  for  the  well-being  of  intercollegiate  athletics  is  an  Associa¬ 
tion-wide  responsibility.  This  responsibility  should  be  vested  ulti¬ 
mately  in  an  individual  who  has  responsibility  for  and  is  responsible 
to  all  divisions  We  feel  very  strongly  that  this  officer  must  be  the 
chief  executive  officer  for  all  divisions  and  should  not  be  employed  by 
the  Division  I  board  of  directors. 

The  Division  II  task  force  believes  that  this  leader  should  be  a 
member  of  the  executive  committee,  which  provides  oversight  for  the 
Association. 

In  conclusion,  I  must  report  that  we  still  also  have  many  details  to 
work  out  and  issues  to  be  resolved  before  submitting  a  final  proposal. 
It  is  very  encouraging  to  all  of  us  on  the  Division  II  task  force  that 
there  does  appear  to  be  a  great  deal  of  consensus  on  many  of  the  pro¬ 
posals  that  are  being  considered  by  our  three  task  forces.  Our  plan  is 
to  meet  again  during  February  to  review  reactions  and  comments  to 
our  proposals.  We  very  much  look  forward  to  receiving  input  from  all 
Division  II  institutions  and  conferences  as  we  complete  the  work  of 
our  task  force. 

Edward  G*  Coll  Jr*  (Alfred  University):  The  Division  III  task 
force  supports  many  of  the  concepts  and  shares  many  of  the  same 
concerns  cited  by  President  Herbert,  so  my  comments  will  be  brief 

Our  task  force  has  met  three  times.  We  have  been  reluctant  to  be 
too  specific  with  our  recommendations  until  we  have  had  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  receive  input  and  direction  from  the  Division  III  member¬ 
ship.  During  this  morning’s  Division  III  business  session,  we  had  a 
thorough  discussion  of  restructuring  that  will  help  guide  us  with  the 
work  that  remains  to  be  done.  However,  we  already  have  agreed  as  a 
task  force  on  some  basic  principles. 

The  task  force  has  agreed  that  any  restructuring  must  guarantee 
three  things  for  the  membership  of  Division  III.  First,  the  current 
quality  and  accessibility  to  NCAA  championships.  Secondly,  the  op¬ 
portunity  to  participate  in  the  catastrophic-insurance  program,  and 
third,  national  office  services  such  as  legislative  interpretations, 
statistics  and  research  must  be  continued. 

Like  the  other  task  forces,  we  have  focused  more  on  the  overall 
governance  of  the  Association.  We  support  the  concept  of  increased 
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federation  but  not  total  federation. 

We  also  believe  that  in  any  new  structure,  the  chief  executive  offi¬ 
cers  must  be  able  to  exercise  their  ultimate  authority  over  the  affairs 
of  this  Association  in  a  more  direct  way.  We  support  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  the  presidents  council  or  a  redefined  Presidents  Commission 
to  oversee  the  administration  of  our  division.  We  also  support  the 
concept  that  envisions  that  a  specific  management  council  should  be 
established  to  deal  with  the  detailed  management  of  the  policies  es¬ 
tablished  by  the  presidents.  The  management  council  would  report 
directly  to  the  presidents  council. 

I  would  like  to  note  a  couple  of  areas  where  we  differ  from  our  Di¬ 
vision  I  colleagues.  We  agree  that  an  executive  committee,  comprised 
of  members  from  each  division,  should  be  established  to  ensure  that 
the  actions  of  each  division  are  consistent  with  the  Association’s  pur¬ 
poses  and  principles.  We  believe,  however,  it  is  important  that  such 
an  executive  committee  have  the  authority  over  the  Association  s 
budget  and  the  national  office  staff,  including  the  hiring  and  supervi¬ 
sion  of  an  executive  director.  In  this  regard,  our  opinion  is  very  simi¬ 
lar  to  that  of  the  Division  II  task  force. 

We  also  remain  committed  to  the  principle  of  one  institution,  one 
vote,  and  that  the  annual  Convention  as  a  part  of  the  legislative  pro¬ 
cess  should  continue.  However,  we  recognize  that  it  may  be  desirable 
to  give  the  presidents  council  additional  legislative  power,  at  least 
between  Conventions. 

I  would  also  like  to  note  one  final  aspect  of  restructuring  that  may 
be  significant  for  much  of  the  Division  III  membership,  and  that  is 
access  to  championships.  You  have  heard  President  Herbert  mention 
the  concern  of  the  Division  II  task  force  regarding  the  influx  of  new 
members  and  the  potential  growth  of  the  division  in  the  future  I 
cannot  emphasize  the  extent  to  which  these  concerns  exist  in  Divi¬ 
sion  III  as  well.  We  are  already  the  Association’s  largest  membership 
division  with  almost  360  members.  Increased  growth  through  the 
possible  demise  of  the  NAIA  could  limit  the  opportunity  of  our  mem¬ 
bership  to  participate  in  NCAA-sanctioned  championships  The  task 
force  is  considering  various  models  to  address  this  problem.  Many  of 
them  could  significantly  affect  the  ability  of  the  Division  III  mem¬ 
bers  to  participate  in  NCAA  championships. 

Our  task  force  plans  to  meet  again  February  6-7  and  intends  to 
circulate  a  more  detailed  model  or  models  to  the  Division  III  mem¬ 
bership  after  that  meeting.  Following  today’s  session,we’ll  have  a 
completed  questionnaire  that  is  going  to  help  us  immensely  in  terms 
of  the  track  we  will  take  for  the  next  task  force  meeting. 

In  conclusion,  let  me  tell  you  that  our  members  told  us  very  point¬ 
edly  today  that  their  greatest  concern  is  not  in  the  modeling  of  the 
mechanical  structure  of  Division  III  in  the  future,  but  in  the  gover¬ 
nance  of  this  Association  and  the  extent  to  which  federation  may  be 
pushed  as  a  part  of  the  restructuring  project.  Division  III  does  not 
intend  to  be  a  part  of  an  Association  that  has  three  fully  federated 
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divisions  operating  loosely  under  an  umbrella  called  the  NCAA.  Like 
Division  II,  we  consider  this  an  Association,  an  Association  of  higher 
education,  and  more  specifically  an  Association  of  intercollegiate  in¬ 
terests  in  higher  education.  We  want  to  maintain  that  Association  as 
something  that  is  dedicated  to  our  campuses  and  we  can  only  do  that 
if  we  have  nonfederated  issues  in  which  we  all  should  have  a  part  for 
discussion  and  for  the  execution  of  policies  that  guide  this  Associa¬ 
tion. 

President  Crowley:  Thank  you,  Ed,  Adam  and  “Buzz.” 

There  is  time  now  for  questions,  comments,  observations,  criti¬ 
cisms,  whatever  may  be  on  your  mind  on  the  subject  of  restructur¬ 
ing.  I  understand  that  there  will  be  opportunity  tomorrow  morning 
for  Divisions  II  and  III  and  for  I-AA  and  I-AAA  to  discuss  this  sub¬ 
ject.  There  is  no  reason  why  we  should  not  have  a  discussion  of  it 
now  if  that  is  your  will.  So,  if  anyone  wishes  to  make  a  comment,  ob¬ 
servation,  or  whatever,  would  approach  a  microphone,  capture  my 
attention,  we  can  proceed. 

John  A.  DiBiaggio  (Tufts  University):  I  would  like  to  add  to 
President  Coil's  fine  remarks  the  following.  Interestingly,  but  not  at 
all  surprising,  not  one  member  of  the  media  attended  our  Division 
III  meeting  this  morning,  quite  different  than  my  prior  experiences 
in  Division  I 

I  wish,  quite  frankly,  they  had,  for  they  would  have  heard  a  very 
interesting  and  intriguing  and  sometimes  contentious  discussion  re¬ 
garding  the  proposed  restructuring  of  the  NCAA.  However,  having 
missed  that  opportunity,  I  would  respectfully  request  that  media 
members  and  our  colleagues  from  the  other  NCAA  divisions  take  the 
time  to  read  Proposal  52  carefully.  If  you  do  so,  I  think  that  you  may 
be  impressed.  You  might  even  agree  that  a  great  part  of  it  could 
serve  as  an  excellent  basis  for  contemplating  structural  change  in 
the  NCAA,  returning  us,  if  you  will,  to  the  Association's  original  pur¬ 
poses  of  assuring  fairness,  safety,  academic  integrity  and  healthy  in¬ 
tercollegiate  athletics  competition.  I  think,  sir,  in  any  restructuring 
that  is  contemplated  we  should  accept  no  less. 

President  Crowley:  Thank  you,  John  I  am  sure  that  the  hoards 
of  media  we  have  here  down  in  front  will  have  taken  note  of  your  in¬ 
vitation.  Anybody  else? 

John  A.  Hogan  (Colorado  School  of  Mines):  1  was  pleased  to  hear 
President  Shaw  assure  us  that  the  federated  structure  or  the  new 
structure  will  provide  effective  representation  of  all  constituent 
groups.  It  seems  that  the  three  major  constituencies  in  the  NCAA 
governance  are  academics,  administration  and  athletics. 

The  academics  constituency  is  woefully  under-represented  in  the 
present  NCAA  governance  structure.  Right  now,  the  book  shows  that 
out  of  44  Council  members,  only  four  are  professors.  That  is  four  out 
of  44.  The  book  shows  that  of  the  11  members  of  the  Executive  Com¬ 
mittee,  none  are  listed  as  professors.  While  we  respect  the  integrity 
of  all  members  of  the  NCAA,  those  on  the  Council,  those  on  the  Exec¬ 
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utive  Committee,  we  believe  that  the  most  effective  spokesperson  for 
the  academic  constituency  is  the  professor  in  the  classroom  or  the 

Therefore,  we  recommend  that  the  new  structure  should  reflect  a 
balanced  representation  of  all  three  constituencies:  academics,  ad¬ 
ministration  and  athletics.  ...  ,  m.,,l 

Erik  L.  Nedeau  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee/North¬ 
eastern  University):  Our  committee  understands  the  need  for  r  - 
structuring  .„d  support.  you  fully.  W.  .1.0  boll.vo  t .hat  Ure  As.oc.a- 
tion  should  continue  to  provide  a  forum  of  the  voice  for  th 

student-athletes  in  the  restructuring  process. 

We  urge  you  to  ensure  that  the  voice  of  the  student-athletes  con¬ 
tinue  to  be  heard  and  grow  in  whatever  governance  structure  is 
eventually  put  into  place.  The  committee  has  worked  diligently  and 
laboriously  since  its  inception  to  establish  our  current  position.  We 
ask  your  support  to  enable  us  to  continue  a  core  progression  within 

University)-  I  just  have  several 
questions  preceded  by  one  remark.  I  am  not  sure  that  all  administra¬ 
tors  left  their  brains  at  the  door.  In  other  words  ..  . 

President  Crowley:  I  can  only  speak  for  myself  on  this  question, 

Sirjyir  Frank:  I  think  many  administrators  are  still  faculty.  My 
question  about  the  board  of  directors.  I  notice  there  are  lo  members 
When  they  vote,  will  they  be  voting  and  passing  legislation  by  simple 

majorities  or  two-thirds?  -i 

I  would  also  be  interested  in  some  discussion  on  how  the  commit¬ 
tee  arrived  at  the  recommendation  that  all  legislation,  if  it  was  going 
!o  be  challenged,  had  to  be  challenged  by  two-thirds  of  the  group.  I 
have  a  concern  that  in  effect  you  could  have  seven  people  develop 
legislation  and  you  would  need,  let’s  say,  200-plus  out  of  300  Division 

I  members  to  challenge  it.  third* 

That  is  my  reading.  Those  are  the  questions.  Why  two-thirds 

rather  than  a  simple  majority,  and  how  is  it  envisioned  the  boa 

directors  itself  will  operate?  ,  , 

I  am  hoping  that  when  we  continue  this  discussion  that  I  dont 
continue  to  hear  language  that  we  are  going  to  be  sending  messages 
and  that  we  don’t  start  dividing  up  so  that  athletics  directors  are  as¬ 
sumed  to  have  only  one  responsibility,  presidents  a" /shared 
sibility  and  faculty  representatives  yet  a  third.  I  think  it  is  a  share 
responsibility.  I  would  hope  that  is  the  context  of  our  discussion 

President  Crowley:  Thank  you,  sir.  I  counted  two  lmphcits  and 
one  kind  of  implicit  question.  Buzz  Shaw  can  address  whichever  he 

ChMr?Shaw:  First  of  all,  I  did  not  leave  my  brain  at  the  door.  I  left  it 
in  Syracuse  in  cold  storage.  Regarding  the  first  question  under  Divi¬ 
sion  I,  if  this  were  to  he  approved,  the  hoard  of  directors  would  pa 
legislation  by  a  simple  majority.  Eight  persons  could  constitute  a  ma 
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jority  vote. 

The  reason  for  the  two- thirds  to  override  is,  first  of  all,  we  wanted 
there  to  be  a  check  on  the  power  of  the  board  of  directors  and  on  the 
management  council.  We  wanted  it  to  be  a  means  by  which  things 
that  were  done  incorrectly  and  improperly  could  be  corrected.  Let 
there  be  no  mistake  about  it.  What  we  are  talking  about  is  a  far 
more  streamlined  model  where  accountability  is  very  clear.  If  the  15 
people,  members  of  this  board  of  directors,  are  not  performing  their 
duties  properly,  it  is  clear  what  the  populous,  what  the  Division  I 
representation  ought  to  do. 

Let  there  be  at  least  an  organization  as  large  and  cumbersome  as 
this  one  that  has  to  have  a  five-page  paper  on  what  happens  when 
this  passes  and  this  doesn’t  pass.  An  organization  that  needs  to  dis¬ 
cuss  some  very  serious  matters  cannot  do  it  in  a  forum  this  large. 

There  are  some  trade-offs  that  we  say  are  well  worth  it.  We  believe 
by  federating  and  by  having  the  checks  and  balances  that  are  neces¬ 
sary,  we  have  an  operation  that  will  be  simple  and  accountable. 

James  J.  Whalen  (Ithaca  College):  1  had  an  opportunity  this 
morning  to  speak  to  my  colleagues  in  Division  III.  I  told  them  at  that 
time  that  I  had  never  been  a  great  fan  of  federation.  I  realize  it  is  im¬ 
portant  to  have  efficiency,  but  I  would  hope  that  in  the  course  of  this 
next  period  of  time  those  individuals  who  are  responsible  for  working 
out  our  new  structure  will  keep  in  mind  that  there  is  a  “C”  up  there 
in  that  sign,  and  it  stands  for  collegiate. 

We  are  the  National  Collegiate  Athletic  Association,  but  we  have 
educational  underpinnings.  It  is  not  the  National  Football  League  or 
the  National  Basketball  Association.  We  are  based  on  education  and 
we  need  to  keep  that  in  mind.  I  think  Chancellor  Shaw  is  quite  cor¬ 
rect.  This  is  a  large,  vast  operation.  It  needs  to  be  operated  more  effi¬ 
ciently.  I  do  believe  we  need  to  be  careful  because  if  we  separate  our¬ 
selves  too  much  from  one  another — Divisions  I,  II  and  III,  and  we  are 
really  separated — we  will  have  three  NCAAs  and  that  would  not  be  a 
good  idea. 

There  are  some  very  fine  minds  in  all  of  the  divisions.  I  would  call 
to  your  attention  that  one  of  our  fine  leaders,  Judith  Sweet,  who  was 
the  head  of  the  NCAA,  came  from  Division  III.  So  there  needs  to  be  a 
sharing. 

Finally,  let  me  say  let  us  drive  this  not  with  the  almighty  Ameri¬ 
can  dollar  in  mind,  let  that  not  be  the  motivation  that  federates  us. 
Let  it  be  the  efficiency.  Again,  I  would  like  to  congratulate  and  thank 
those  people  who  are  working  so  hard  to  put  this  thing  together. 

I  do  hope  that  the  “C,”  the  “collegiate”  will  be  there  this  time  next 
year  when  we  try  to  put  something  to  a  vote. 

President  Crowley;  Seeing  no  one  at  or  approaching  the  micro¬ 
phones,  it  appears  that  our  discussion  of  restructuring  can  be  con¬ 
cluded  and  we  will  move  now  to  the  agenda.  I  might  note  that  the 
consent  package  will  be  considered  at  tomorrow’s  general  business 
session.  First  of  all,  we  have  to  open  the  window  of  reconsideration.  I 
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almost  forgot.  That  window  is  now  open.  May  I  remind  you  that  if 
you  wish  to  move  to  reconsider,  you  must  have  voted  on  the  prevail¬ 
ing  side  Any  motion  to  reconsider  is  debatable,  and  if  it  was  roll  call, 
then  it  will  need  to  be  a  roll-call  vote  by  electronic  voting.  A  simple 
maiority  can  prevail  on  a  motion  to  reconsider.  ,  9 

So  with  that,  may  I  ask  if  there  are  any  motions  to  reconsider. 

RECONSIDERATION  OF  VOTING  ACTION 

Reconsideration  of  Initial-Eligibility  Index-Division  I 
James  Frank  (Southwestern  Athletic  Conference):  I  was  on  the 
prevailing  side  for  Proposal  36-1-B.  I  would  like  to  move  for  reconsid- 
eration. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.]  ,  T  ,  _ 

Judith  E.  N.  Albino  (University  of  Colorado,  Boulder):  I  ha 
discussed  this  possibility  with  the  executive  committee  of  the  Fresi- 
Sents  Commissmn.  On  the  Commission’s  behalf  we  are  requesting 
that  the  subject  of  initial  eligibility  not  be  reopened  at  this  time^ 

We  have  had  long  and  extensive  discussion  over  the  last .many 
months  by  thoughtful  individuals.  As  we  saw  this  morning  in  t  e  1- 
vision  I  session,  we  have  discussed  a  number  of  alternatives  an 
many  reasonable  people  have  taken  different  positions  on  A  num¬ 
ber  of  concerns  have  been  expressed  and  mentioned  since  the  pas 
sage  of  Proposition  16  in  1992.  Wo  have  attempted  to  accommodate 
these  concerns  At  this  time,  however,  we  believe  that  it  is  time  to 
move  ahead.  We  have  delayed  the  implementation  by  one  year  yet 
we  think  that  it  is  time  to  begin  with  a  new  set  of  eligibility  stan¬ 
dards.  to  monitor  these  and  to  try  to  assess  their  impact  on  our  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  based  on  real  data  ....  •„ 

We  believe  that  for  these  reasons.  While  we  might  vote  again  an 
come  out  with  a  slightly  different  outcome  because,  in^ed  we  might 
have  a  slightly  different  group  of  people  voting  here  this  afternoon, 
this  is  an  issue  on  which  there  is  reasonable  division  of  opinion.  Hav¬ 
ing  achieved  a  majority,  having  given  it  the  careful  consideration 
that  we  have  over  the  past  year,  I  would  like  to  suggest  that  we  not 

reconsider  but  simply  move  on 

Tanya  Yvette  Hughes  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Comm  ttee/ 
University  of  Arizona):  The  issue  at  the  very  seat  of  the  debate  in 
our  opinion,  is  one  of  fear.  There  are  members  of  the  Association 
afraid  to  allow  student- athletes  to  earn  a  fourth  year  of  competition 
because  they  think  that  academic-standard  proposals  will  be  compro¬ 
mised  if  this  passes.  If  institutions  will  align  themselves  with  their 
missions  and  strive  to  be  care-givers  of  higher  learning,  and  if  presi¬ 
dents  and  administrators  took  a  stand  and  maintained  academic  in¬ 
tegrity  of  their  institutions,  no  abuse  could  take  place. 

It  has  been  said  that  with  athletics  much  is  given  and  inuch  is  re¬ 
quired.  This  is  true  in  two  ways.  As  student-athletes,  we  have  been 
given  the  opportunity  to  compete  in  intercollegiate  athletics  and  re¬ 
ceive  an  education  that  many  of  us  may  not  have  been  able  to  afford. 
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As  a  result,  we  are  required  to  meet  standards  not  only  in  the  class¬ 
room  but  on  the  playing  field  as  well.  As  members  of  this  Association, 
we  have  given  you  no  greater  gift.  We  have  given  ourselves,  our  tal¬ 
ents  and  our  abilities.  A  partial  qualifier  is  no  less  worthy  of  four 
competitive  seasons  than  a  full  qualifier.  He  or  she  may  just  need  a 
little  extra  help  for  motivation  or  incentive,  as  we  said  earlier  today. 

As  Bob  Mathias  said  last  evening,  sometimes  we  may  need  some¬ 
one  to  get  beside  us  and  say,  “Let’s  go!”  So,  we  urge  the  membership 
to  oppose  that  legislation  from  this  morning.  Let’s  work  toward  giv¬ 
ing  partial  qualifiers  the  ability  to  earn  a  fourth  year. 

Jeffrey  H.  Orleans  (Ivy  Group):  1  hesitate  to  differ  with  my 
friend  and  colleague,  President  Albino.  But  I  do  have  two  concerns 
about  her  comments  on  behalf  of  the  Presidents  Commission.  One  is 
it  suggests  that  in  order  to  leave  untouched  a  vote,  a  barely  digested 
vote,  if  you  pardon  the  pun,  we  should  forego  the  appropriate  parlia¬ 
mentary  process  that  has  been  built  into  today’s  agenda,  specifically 
to  permit  reconsideration  of  votes  while  the  members  and  the  Presi¬ 
dents  Commission  and  other  chief  executive  officers  are  still  in  the 
room  and  able  to  vote. 

Secondly,  on  the  merits  of  this  vote,  my  understanding  is  that  to 
reverse  the  vote  on  36-1-B  would  simply  leave  this  legislation  in  ex¬ 
actly  the  same  place  the  Presidents  Commission  itself  first  proposed 
it  in  August 

So,  I  must  confess  that  as  a  voting  citizen  of  this  group  I  really  see 
no  reason  why  we  should  be  afraid  to  reconsider  it  and  change  our 
mind  if  that  is  our  wishes. 

William  Byrne  (University  of  Nebraska,  Lincoln):  I  would  like  us 
to  reconsider  This  is  supposedly  the  Convention  for  the  student-ath¬ 
lete.  Do  we  want  to  take  into  account  the  values  of  student-athletes 
and  send  a  message  to  them  that  we  really  care  about  this  and  we 
are  going  to  listen  to  them? 

One  of  the  things  I  have  heard  loud  and  clear  is  that  the  student- 
athletes  value  each  other  and  they  think  their  teammates  and  class¬ 
mates— whether  they  came  in  as  partial  qualifiers  or  not — are  im¬ 
portant  members  of  the  collegiate  family.  What  we  have  done, 
instead  of  making  them  members  of  the  family,  we  have  penalized 
them  because  we  have  asked  them  to  make  progress.  We  have  had 
them  sit  out  so  they  couldn’t  be  part  of  our  program.  Then  when  they 
have  done  all  the  things  we  have  asked  them  to  do,  we  said  we  need 
to  still  penalize  those  people,  because  at  some  time  when  they  were 
studying  as  a  sophomore  in  high  school  they  didn’t  study  quite  hard 
enough  for  a  geometry  test. 

I  know  the  message  from  the  Presidents  Commission  is  that  we 
need  to  send  the  message  back  to  the  high  schools.  As  the  father  of 
some  boys  who  have  just  gone  through  that  process,  I  want  you  to 
know  when  they  are  13  and  14  years  of  age,  they  don’t  think  about 
what  they  are  doing  when  they  are  going  to  be  22  years  old. 

Let’s  reconsider  this  and  give  our  student-athletes  a  chance  to  do 
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the  things  that  we  have  said  they  should  be  able  to  do. 

Gregory  M.  St.  L.  O’Brien  (University  of  New  Orleans).  One  of 
the  things  that  I  think  supports  the  argument  against  reconsidera¬ 
tion  is  that  we  have  all  been  through  this  process.  Sometimes  there 
are  unintended  consequences  of  our  actions.  I  believe  that  the  effort 
to  see  that  we  give  good  consideration  and  support  to  the  graduation 
of  all  our  students  is  something  that  we  will  all  agree  on-  , 

Very  good  people  disagree  on  the  specifics  of  this  proposal.  I  be¬ 
lieve  if  we  asked  the  Presidents  Commission  to  come  back  next  year 
to  look  at  this  issue,  they  could  come  back  with  a  Pr0P°“J*“J 
doesn’t  have  an  unintended  consequence  of  putting  us  in  the  P°S‘ti 
of  recruiting  fully  qualified  students  for  a  potential  four-yeai 
arshin  and  partial  qualifiers  for  a  potential  five-year  scholarship, 
making  the  financial  incentive  stronger  possibly  to  be  a  nonqualifier. 

I  beheve  that  is  something  that  is  real.  I  believe  it  could  be  dan¬ 
gerous  I  believe  that  a  proposal  that  dealt  with  support  for  gradua 
tion  for  both  groups  of  students  could  be  crafted  for  the  1996  Conven¬ 
tion  Xfmfgh^^  allow  the  good  that  both  groups  want  to 
accomplish  to  be  done.  I  think  it  would  be  best  to  ask  the  Presidents 
Commission  to  take  that  issue  on  over  this  next  year  rather  than 
making  a  dec.sion  now  one  way  or  the  other.  This  issue  has  been  com 
sidered  by  our  Convention  in  one  form  or  another  every  year 
least  the  last  six  years  with  regard  to  the  partial  qualifier.  So, 

know  it  will  be  back  with  us  again.  .  ..nt  wp 

1  think  if  we  look  to  the  needs  of  the  fully  qualified  student, 

might  better  serve  all  college  athletes.  H  ....  . 

Paul  Hardin  (University  of  North  Carolina,  Chapel  Hill).  I  con 
cur  with  the  last  speaker  and  suggest  that  we  not  reconsider  the  ac¬ 
tion  taken  earlier  today,  not  only  because  of  the  t 

ed  consequences  and  the  complications  of  reconsideration.  That  is 
only  one  part  of  it.  I  think  we  made  a  thoughtful  decision  this  morn¬ 
ing*  1  would  like  to  defend  the  decision  we  made.  I  think  one  of  the 
important  arguments  made  today  on  the  prevailing  side  was  that  we 
ought  not  to  confuse  access  with  athletics  eligibility  p 

1  was  a  part  of  the  deliberation  that  was  taking  place  in  the  Presi¬ 
dents  Commission  over  the  last  year.  There  was  great  caregiver,  to 
that  distinction.  We  felt  that  the  compromise  and  the  definition  of 
the  partial  qualifier  was  admirably  suitable  to  provide  access^ 

Someonehas  made  the  point  that  it  is  a  little  uncertain  whatkmd 
of  financial  aid  is  going  to  be  available  for  the  student  who  only  has 
three  years  of  eligibility.  For  my  part,  I  feel  that  if  my  institution  ad¬ 
mits  a  partial  qualifier  who  plays  three  years  and  is  one  year  from 
graduation  1  would  feel  obligated  to  provide  that  financial  aid  just 
fs  I  feel  the  obligation  to  provide  financial  aid  for  the  fully  qualified 
athlete  who  is  just  a  little  bit  short  of  graduation. 

I  think  these  things  can  be  worked  out  equitably.  I  think  that 
compromise  that  was  reached  this  morning  is  sound  on  the  merits. 
Therefore,  I  oppose  the  motion  to  reconsider 
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[The  motion  to  reconsider  Proposal  No.  36-1-B  (Page  A-43)  was 
defeated  by  Division  I,  150-174,  two  abstentions.] 

Reconsideration  of  Preseason  Scrimmage— Division  111  Football 
Scott  A.  Duncan  (Rose-Hulman  Institute  of  Technology):  I  was 
on  the  prevailing  side  of  Proposal  48.  In  the  interest  of  fairness,  I 
would  move  that  we  reopen  Proposal  48  for  further  discuss, om 

Susan  Petersen  Lubow  (U.S.  Merchant  Marine  Academy).  I 
urge* Division  111  to  not  reconsider  this  vote.  We  had  lengthy  discus- 

sion  on  it  this  morning.  1  urge  you  to  dAejeft/'ec0"s!feJifst,?nw.llld  like 
Janies  M.  Malmquist  (Gustavus  Adolphus  College), 
to  ur-e  that  we  do  reconsider  this  motion.  The  inference  was  made 
this  morning  that  somehow  the  results  of  the  scrimmage  might  mflu- 
enceTe  selection  process  or  the  ranking  process.  That  certainly  is 
not  true.  We  need  to  reconsider  the  motion. 

Timothy  W.  Gleason  (Ohio  Athletic  Conference):  1  am  urgi  g 
that  we  reconsider  the  vote.  I  hope  that  we  don’t  get  overly  sensitive 

about  this  issue,  because  it  is  football. 

When  we  do  something  right  for  student-athletes  in  other  sports 
like  we  did  last  year  in  allowing  every  other  fall  sport  a  scrimmage 
opportunity,  we  felt  like  we  championed  the  good  cause.  Now,  it  is 
football’s  turn  We  feel  like  we  have  to  apologize  for  giving  our  foot¬ 
ball  student-athletes  the  same  thing  we  gave  all  our  fall  student-ath- 
tetes  last  year.  There  is  no  difference.  ,  . 

At  some  point,  we  are  going  to  have  to  think  about  the  student- 
athletes  and  not  our  own  administrative  pecuhar.tie^  These  kids 
pay  a  lot  of  money  to  come  to  Division  III  schools  Lets  lei  them  play. 

I  el’s  t*ive  them  a  fair  opportunity  for  coaches  to  evaluate  them. 

Robert  Seining (Ithaca  College):  I  would  ask  you  to  support  a 
vote  to  reconsider.  I  would  ask  you  do  that  on  the  basis  that  ,n  the 
Annual  Reports  that  was  given  to  us.  In  the  1993-94  Annual  Report, 
there  were  198  Division  III  football  schools.  The  most  recent  infor¬ 
mation  that  we  received  shortly  before  Christmas  showed  that  there 
were  229  Division  III  football  schools. 

From  my  perspective,  the  most  logical  determination  would  be  a 
conscience  vote.  I  would  ask  you  to  vote  to  reconsider.  If  you  dont 
have  football,  please  don’t  vote  against  it. 

"  John  M.  Schael  (Washington  University,  Missouri):  I  would  urge 
defeat  of  reconsideration  of  Proposal  48.  Five  years  ago,  we  had  the 
opportunity  to  talk  about  this  issue.  At  that  time,  the  division  was 
faced  with  a  decision  to  stay  with  nine  games  or  to  allow  10  gam  . , 
and/or  an  option  of  having  nine  games  and  one  scrimmage. 

At  that  time,  it  was  said  that  there  wouldnT  be  any  additional 
costs  added  to  the  programs.  There  might  not  have  been  This  cei 
tainly  will  incur  additional  costs  for  institutions.  I  heard  a  presid 
sav  earlier  this  morning  in  the  Division  III  meeting  that  there  was 
ncT cost  associated  with  this.  I  would  beg  to  differ  u.  tjrm. i  of  travel, 
in  terms  of  medical  personnel,  for  equipment  field  prcpaiation, 
transportation,  officials,  et  cetera.  In  soccer  right  now,  you  are  al- 
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lowed  to  play  20  games  in 

you  play  three  scnmmag  ,  y  j  0ldd  hope  that  you 

mum  contests  that  you  can  part'Cipate  im  i  wo 

would  defeat  the  to  reconsider  Pi mposa  Ustening  t  U 

Ms.  Petersen  Lubow:  I^sohaveaco  ^  ^  reconsider, 

those  who  want  to  reconsi  e  .  ®  passed  as  precedence. 

They  are  using  some  legis1 lati 10  motion  then  this  will  be  used 

If  we  reconsider  this  and  pass  th  ^  ^  be  adding  another 

as  precedence  for  the  future,  in  concerned  not  just  for 

game,  which  is  going  to  be  added  costs  1  ^  C“sider 

w’er.  freed I  to  g.  to  a  10U.  game  be- 

cause  of  a  lack  of  opponents  for  a  scnmmag  ^  „  and  !n  the 

The  nature  of  football  ,s  c onnortuity  to  scrimmage  to 
preparation.  These  a^tes  es  A^the  Ohio  Conference  rep 

show  their  coaches  what  they  can  come  to  the 

mentioned,  they  are  paying f  “J™  ^  y  thmk  we  should  give 
school  for  the  opportunity  to  play,  l  ceitamiy 

them  that  opportunity.  m0  4g  (Page  A-67)  was  de- 

[The  motion  to  reconsider  Proposal  No.  «  v  s 

for  reconsideration. 

jssjks  kssSstm.  « * 

1  ^[The  motion  t^reC.?^^^a^iotTeagu0e ) ^ I ^vou^Hke  to  urge  Di- 

Cu.r<chaP™» 

Tar^or —  dacaac,  tba.  P»P>=  "ha  hava  is- 
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sues  that  apply  to  only  one  division  consider  them  tomorrow. 

President  Crowley:  Thank  you,  sir.  I  am  sure  if  we  asked  for  a 
vote  at  this  time  of  those  in  favor  of  common  decency,  it  would  pass. 
However,  we  do  have  rules  and  one  of  those  rules  is  that  this  is  the 
time,  the  only  time,  for  reconsideration.  There  can  be  no  window  of 
reconsideration  opportunity  opening  tomorrow  for  business  done  this 
morning.  If  we  wish  at  some  point  to  change  that  rule,  we  can  do  so, 
but  not  at  this  Convention.  Anyone  else,  in  light  of  the  sentiment  ex- 
pressed  by  the  delegate  at  microphone  No.  13,  care  to  take  the  risk  of 
moving  for  reconsideration  of  any  other  item?  Thank  you  very  much. 
The  window  is  now  closed. 

PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 

President  Crowley:  Now,  we  can  proceed  to  Proposal  No.  12. 
Again,  the  consent  package  will  come  tomorrow. 

Principles  of  Student-Athlete  Welfare 

Marilyn  McNeil  (Monmouth  College,  New  Jersey):  I  move  adop¬ 
tion  of  Proposal  No.  12  on  behalf  of  the  Council  and  the  Presidents 
Commission. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

I  served  as  a  member  of  the  Special  Committee  to  Review  Student- 
Athlete  Welfare,  Access  and  Equity.  We  had  an  incredibly  complex 
task.  It  seemed  that  the  more  we  talked  and  the  more  we  listened, 
the  more  difficult  it  was  to  maintain  our  focus.  However,  once  we  es¬ 
tablished  these  principles,  we  became  grounded  and  made  consider¬ 
able  progress,  although  it  is  not  necessarily  apparent  in  the  legisla¬ 
tive  proposals  here  today.  It  was  this  special  committee’s  view  that 
the  membership  would  find  these  principles  helpful  in  grounding 
and  centralizing  their  discussions  on  student-athlete  welfare. 

Diane  Fairchild  (Grinnell  College)*  I  rise  to  speak  in  favor  of  this 
proposal,  but  I  would  like  an  interpretation  of  some  of  the  wording  in 
the  principles.  Under  2.2.4— Student-Athlete/Coach  Relationship— 
the  principle  states  that  each  member  institution  is  responsible  to 
establish  and  maintain  an  environment  that  fosters  a  positive  rela¬ 
tionship  between  the  student-athlete  and  the  coach.  Does  this  mean 
if  one  player  on  a  team  does  not  have  a  positive  relationship  with 
that  coach,  such  as  not  satisfied  with  the  amount  of  minutes  or  game 
time  m  a  basketball  game,  that  the  institution  would  be  in  conflict 
with  the  NCAA  Constitution9 

If  I  am  correct  in  my  interpretation  of  this  part  of  the  proposal, 
then  I  would  recommend  that  the  proposal  be  sent  back  to  committee 
to  be  rewritten. 

President  Crowley:  In  the  instance  you  cite,  that  would  not  nec¬ 
essarily  suggest  that  there  was  a  positive  environment  lacking  at 
that  institution.  The  institution  is  required  to  do  its  best  to  establish 
a  positive  environment,  but  not  necessarily  achieve  perfection  in  im¬ 
plementing  the  process  of  that  environment.  So  your  fear,  if  I  under¬ 
stood  it  correctly,  is  not  a  warranted  one. 


336 


J995  Convention  Proceedings 


Brandi  Lee  Brooks  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee/Uni¬ 
versity  of  Hawaii,  Monoa):  The  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee 
supports  Proposal  No.  12.  We  encourage  you  to  support  these primn- 
p[es  of  student-athlete  welfare  as  they  serve  to  ensure  fulfilling  a 
positive  experience  for  the  student-athlete.  By  continuing  oocu 
student-athlete  welfare  through  these  six  principles  the  NCAA 
moves  to  an  even  greater  level  of  excellence,  consistent  with  the 

NCA[pSropoSsSalNo.  12  (Page  A-10)  was  adopted,  794-4,  two  absten- 
ti°ns.] 

Institutional  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committees 
Janies  W.  Vick  (University  of  Texas  at  Austin).  On  behalf  ot  t 
Council  and  the  Presidents  Commission,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Pio- 
posal  No.  13. 

[The  motion  was  seconded  1  .  ,  v  .  , 

Student-athlete  advisory  committees  are  being  established  at  the 
institutional  level  on  an  increasing  number  of  campuses  across  t 
country  This  is  a  welcome  trend  for  intercollegiate  athletics  since  it 
provides  an  opportunity  for  the  voices  of  student-athletes  to  be 
heard  The  formation  of  the  institutional  student-athlete  a  visory 
committees  also  creates  a  natural  framework  for  feeding  information 
and  ideas  to  the  national  level.  The  Special  Committee^o  Review 
Student- Athlete  Welfare,  Access  and  Equity,  and  the  NCAA  Student 
Athlete  Advisory  Committee  both  strongly  support  this  proposal. 

Ur Walter  B.PNewsom  (Mississippi  State  University):  On  behalf  of 
the  Southeastern  Conference’s  student-athlete  advisory  committee  l 
urge  your  support  of  Proposal  No.  13.  The  studen  -athletes  of  the 
SEC  student-athlete  advisory  committee  feel  strongly  that  the  mSu. 
tutional  committees  provide  them  with  an  opportunity  to  discuss  .s- 

sues  that  greatly  affect  their  lives. 

Richard  Kacmarynski  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee/ 
Central  College,  Iowa):  In  line  with  the  two  previous  speakers  we 
urge  your  support  of  Proposal  No  13,  creating  institutional  student- 
athlete  advisory  committees.  We  feel  these  committees  will  provide 
input  to  the  legislative  process  at  both  the  institutional  leve  an 
also  at  the  national  level.  Again,  we  urge  your  support. 

Gary  A.  Sojka  (Bucknell  University):  I  also  urge  passage  of  this 
proposal  because  it  sits  at  the  very  center  of  a  number  of  issues  tha 
have  come  forward  from  the  Special  Committee  to  Review  Student- 
Athlete  Access,  Welfare  and  Equity.  I  think  we  have  seen  ample 
proof  today  of  the  leadership  opportunities  of  which  our  student-ath- 
ktes  are  availing  themselves.  We  can  increase  those  opportunities 
and  allow  them  to  play  more  roles  in  the  community  of  student-ath¬ 
letes.  We  will  be  providing  better  leadership  opportunities  for  our 

^"fproposal  No.  13  (Page  A-ll)  was  adopted,  760-46,  five  absten- 
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Benefits— Local  Transportation 

Tommy  L.  Frederick  (Delaware  State  University):  On  behalf  of 
the  Council  and  the  Presidents  Commission,  I  move  adoption  of  Pro¬ 
posal  No.  19 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  adoption  will  permit  institutional  staff  members  to  provide 
reasonable  local  transportation  to  student-athletes  on  an  occasional 
basis  This  recommendation  from  the  Special  Committee  to  Review 
Student-Athlete  Welfare,  Equity  and  Access  will  benefit  student-ath¬ 
letes  without  resulting  in  a  competitive  advantage. 

The  special  committee  believes  that  there  are  a  number  of  situa¬ 
tions  m  which  it  seems  reasonable  for  student-athletes  to  receive 
transoortation  from  institutional  staff  members.  Current  rules  have 
been  criticized  for  general  restrictions  that,  for  example,  would  not 
allow  an  institutional  staff  member  to  provide  transportation  to  a 
student-athlete  who  was  walking  to  class  in  an  inclement  weather 
situation.  Proposal  No.  19  is  intended  to  liberalize  those  restrictions. 
However,  this  proposal  is  not  intended  to  allow  institutional  stall  to 
set  up  a  schedule  or  shuttle  service  to  provide  student-athletes  with 
transportation  not  available  to  the  general  student  body 

On  behalf  of  the  Special  Committee  to  Review  Student-Athlete 
Welfare,  Access  and  Equity,  I  urge  your  support  of  this  particular 

P1  JLBarton  Luedeke  (Rider  University):  The  original  proposal  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  special  committee  was  more  restrictive  than  the 
final  version  of  Proposal  19  in  that  the  original  permissible  trans¬ 
portation  of  student-athletes  by  staff  members  was  limited  to  situa¬ 
tions  in  which  student-athletes  were  traveling  to  and  from  their  on- 
or  off-campus  residences  and  classes  in  unusual  situations  involving 
dangerous  or  inclement  weather. 

The  Council  believes  that  allowing  reasonable  local  transportation 
to  be  provided  on  an  occasional  basis  would  be  more  practical  and 
would  require  less  interpretation  about  the  circumstances  that  met 
the  dangerous  or  inclement  weather  conditions.  The  Presidents  Com¬ 
mission  agreed  with  the  changes  made  by  the  Council  and  believes 
this  proposal  allows  staff  members  to  act  in  the  best  interest  of  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  welfare  without  providing  extraordinary  benefits.  I  en¬ 
courage  you  to  support  this  proposal.  /r,  , 

Jason  C.  Wilkie  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee/Central 
Michigan  University):  The  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee  sup¬ 
ports  Proposal  No.  19,  which  allows  institutional  staff  members  to 
provide  a  student-athlete  with  occasional  local  transportation.  The 
convenience,  safety  and  well-being  of  the  student-athlete  is  clearly  a 
student-athlete  welfare  issue  that  can  be  addressed  simply  with  this 
proposal.  The  potential  for  abuse  is  outweighed  by  the  student-ath¬ 
lete  being  able  to  receive  a  similar  courtesy  that  could  be  extended  to 
the  regular  student.  Therefore,  we  urge  your  support. 

[Proposal  No.  19  (Page  A- 18)  was  adopted,  7o8-50,  four  absten¬ 
tions.] 
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Nora  £352  SH'S! 

of  the  Presidents  Commission  and  the  Council, 

of  Proposal  No.  18.  . 

[The  motion  was  seconae  -1  ^  institution  to  provide 

The  adoption  of  Proposal  1  ,  rr„ni:nortation  associated 

student-athletes  with  reasonable  local  transpor *aUo» 
with  the  purchase  of  passports,  the  provision  oi  u 

home  meals  and  permissible  o^arTinstitution  to  purchase 

For  example,  current  legislation  allows  an  v  connec_ 

passports  for  student-athletes  w  ^  ^  institution  to  pro- 

tion  with  a  foreign  tour,  but  .  .  receive  the  passports, 

vide  student-athletes  with  transpo  institution  to  provide 

The  adopt, on  with- 

such  transportation.  The  prop  Qn  befiaif  0f  the  Special 

ReweTsmdent-Aftlete  Waiter*,  Access  and  Equity,  1 

dents  Commission  and  Co  P  extra-benefit  legislation.  This 

to  be  a  reasonable  amendment  for u“£r  competitive  ad- 

proposal  benefits  SfrfuJ  eTresidents  Commission  and  the  Special 
ComSe^o  R*»i.w  Student-Athlete  Welfare.  Access  and  Eqmty, 

encourage  you  to  support  this  proposa.^^^  gtate  University).  Al- 

thoRugMamEin  fa^oAhe  proposal, 

the  radius  or  miles  that  “local”  may  encom- 

-Resident  Crowleyit n .the 

pSident  Crowley:  No,  Christine,  it  does  not. 

KS SSEfT he  spin,  is  the  same 

we  have  to  address  them  differently. 

1  amtpS  AJB  2Sc  of  Proposal  No.  18  (Page  A-16)  were  adopted, 
770-50,  two  abstentions.] 

2 /ThJspectei' Committee  to  teiview  Student-Athlete  Welfare.  Access 
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and  Equity,  on  which  I  served  as  a  member,  maintained  as  one  of  its 
strongest  guiding  principles  that  student-athletes  should  have  an  in¬ 
creasing  voice  in  matters  that  afreet  their  lives 

Many  of  the  Association’s  standing  committees  play  a  pivotal  role 
m  the  development  of  legislation  that  ultimately  affects  the  quality 
of  student-athletes’  collegiate  experience  and  their  opportunities  to 
practice  and  compete.  For  this  reason,  the  special  committee  felt  it 
very  important  that  student-athletes  be  represented  during  the  de¬ 
liberations  of  the  Five  standing  committees  that  you  see  outlined  in 
this  proposal.  You  will  note  that  the  proposal  permits  two  student- 
athletes  to  serve  as  members  of  these  committees  and  that  the  pro¬ 
posal  states  that  the  student-athlete  should  serve  in  an  advisory  ca¬ 
pacity.  On  behalf  of  the  student-athlete  welfare  committee,  1  urge 
you  to  support  this  legislation,  which  will  increase  the  influence  of 
student-athletes  in  our  legislative  process. 

Brendan  Cooney  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee/Gordon 
College):  In  line  with  what  the  previous  speaker  said,  the  Student- 
Athlete  Advisory  Committee  urges  your  support  of  Proposal  No.  27. 
This  proposal  increases  the  student-athlete’s  voice  in  the  governance 
of  the  Association,  giving  student-athletes  greater  influence  over 
matters  that  directly  affect  them. 

Judith  A,  Ramaley  (Portland  State  University):  The  Presidents 
Commission  is  sponsoring  this  proposal  because  it  believes  that  it 
represents  another  way  for  student-athletes  to  participate  in  the  af¬ 
fairs  of  the  Association  and  to  influence  matters  that  affect  their  ex¬ 
perience  in  intercollegiate  sports. 

While  the  Commission  recognizes  that  the  involvement  of  student- 
athletes  on  the  five  committees  outlined  in  the  proposal  is  advisory, 
we  believe  this  involvement  gives  our  student-athletes  a  legitimate 
and  fair  chance  to  comment  in  the  early  stages  of  the  legislative  pro¬ 
cess.  For  this  reason,  on  behalf  of  the  Commission,  I  urge  your  sup¬ 
port  of  the  proposal. 

[Proposal  No.  27  (Page  A-27)  was  adopted  by  common/divided 
vote  by  Division  1,  317-8,  one  abstention;  Division  II,  209-3,  one 
abstention;  and  Division  III,  275-3. J 
Resolution:  Student-Athlete  Welfare,  Access  and  Equity 

Donald  F.  Behrend  (Chair,  Special  Committee  to  Review  Stu¬ 
dent-Athlete  Welfare,  Access  and  Equity):  On  behalf  of  the  NCAA 
Council  and  the  Presidents  Commission,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Pro¬ 
posal  No.  29. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Throughout  the  work  of  the  Special  Committee  to  Review  Student- 
Athlete  Welfare,  Access  and  Equity,  we  recognized  that  there  was  a 
dearth  of  information  on  many  matters  affecting  student-athlete  wel¬ 
fare,  including  the  effects  of  reform  legislation  on  student-athletes. 

Thus,  Proposal  29  was  advanced  and  subsequently  the  committee 
and  the  Commission  and  the  Council  agreed  that  the  research  that 
was  needed  would  be  much  better  pursued  as  an  integral  part  of  the 
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,  offnrtc;  This  would  provide  the  most  efficient 

>b- 

stentions  1  . 

Resolution:  Student-Athlete  Grievance  Procedures 

President  Crowley:  We  are  going  to  go  now  to  Proposal  30 
nJd  to  offer  you  some  informat, on  on  th,s  item  before  we  proceed  to 
a  moUon.  assuming  that  there  will 

informed  that  serious  concern  has  been  expressed  £  th 

SSSSSSss 

the  subjunctive  mood  and  has  done  so.  wecan  im  v 

Committee,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  i  o. 

member  mst.tuti.ns  -ufHjh  . 

«ee  urge.  yeur 

S"PPS.tP»lP“'3N0  <PW  A.30)  ...  adopted  684-75,  18  ab.t.o- 

^Resolution:  Protessionat  Development  of  Coach®s 
David  R.  Hart  Jr.  (East  Carolina  University):  On  behalf  of 
Council,  I  move  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  31. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 
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Professional  development  of  coaches  is  important,  especially  as  it 
relates  to  student  welfare.  If  we  are  concerned  with  the  student-ath¬ 
letes,  we  should  also  make  every  effort  to  enhance,  improve  and  sup¬ 
port  the  professional  development  of  our  coaches.  I  move  adoption  of 
this  proposal  as  quickly  as  possible  as  we  move  toward  adjournment. 

President  Crowley:  Others  wishing  to  address  31?  There  is  31- 
1  which  needs  to  be  moved  if  it  is  to  be  voted  on. 

'  Mr.  Hart:  On  behalf  of  the  Council,  I  would  like  to  move  Proposal 
No  31-1,  the  amendment-to-the-amendment,  which  specifically  ad¬ 
dresses  the  importance  of  health  and  safety  issues  as  well  as  rules 
compliance,  which  are  critical  components  of  the  professional  devel¬ 
opment  of  coaches.  I  move  the  adoption  of  this  proposal. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.  1 

[Proposal  No.  31-1  (Page  A-31)  was  adopted,  736-52,  10  absten¬ 
tions.]  ,  t  ,  ,  XT 

[Proposal  No.  31  (Page  A-30)  was  adopted  as  amended  by  No 

31-1,  728-51,  eight  abstentions.] 

Membership  Classification— Division  IV 

William  Byrne  (University  of  Nebraska,  Lincoln):  1  move  Propos¬ 
al  No.  50  on  behalf  of  the  sponsors. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

After  listening  to  the  discussions  today  at  the  Convention,  apparent¬ 
ly  there  is  genuine  interest  and  concern  about  the  NCAA  governance 
structure.  Clearly,  there  has  been  hard  work  done  by  the  restructuring 
committee,  and  its  work  is  an  excellent  start  of  the  process. 

Because  there  are  various  viewpoints  on  restructuring,  the  spon¬ 
sors  of  the  Division  IV  proposal,  which  is  now  Proposal  No.  50,  have 
asked  me  to  move,  and  I  believe  this  is  permissible,  that  Proposal  50 
be  referred  to  the  NCAA  restructuring  committee  for  their  considera¬ 
tion  as  part  of  the  restructuring  process.  Is  that  permissible?  1  want 
to  get  out  of  here,  too. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

President  Crowley:  I  am  sorry,  Bill,  was  your  motion  to  refer 
rather  than  to  move  50-A  through  E;  is  that  correct7 

Mr.  Byrne:  That  is  correct. 

President  Crowley:  Did  you  move  adoption  before  you  moved  to 
refer? 

Mr.  Byrne:  Yes.  I  was  told  I  would  have  to  move  the  adoption  and 
then  move  it  a  second  time. 

President  Crowley:  As  long  as  you  moved  twice,  you  are  in 
order. 

Mr.  Byrne:  1  moved  it  twice.  1  am  still  standing  in  the  same  spot 

President  Crowley:  A  motion  to  refer  is  debatable.  Should  you 
wish  to  debate  it,  now  is  the  time.  Does  anyone  care  to  move  to  the 
microphones  to  discuss  the  motion  to  refer  50-A  through  E?  We  cant 
vote  on  it  yet  because  we  are  still  awaiting  the  results  of  31. 

I  am  advised  that  if  the  mover  would  care  to  make  two  more 
moves,  we  might  dispense  with  50  altogether.  Proposal  50-F  needs  to 
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be  moved,  and  then  having  moved  it,  if  the  mover  would  move  to  refer 
what  he  .just  moved,  we  could  dispatch  with  all  of  this  in  one  ^°}em 
Mr.  Byrne:  Whatever  suits  you,  tickles  me  plumb  to  death,  move 

|The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Mr.  Byrne:  Now,  Mr.  President,  1  move  to  refer  50-b. 

LThe  motion  was  seconded.] 

President  Crowley:  The  motion  is  to  refer  A  through  F.  The  mo¬ 
tion  to  refer  can  be  a  single  motion  for  all  provisions.  What  you  need 
to  do  is  to  turn  on  your  machines  in  all  divisions.  Well,  before  you  o, 
let  me  just  call  your  attention  to  a  slight  misprint  in  the  book. 

Fortunately,  and  I  am  very  grateful  for  this,  it  s  not  amispnnt 
covering  the  subjunctive  mood,  but  covering  the  voting  on 
which  says  a  common  vote.  It  is  a  divided  vote  That  i  i  just  so ^you 
know  when  we  announce  the  results  we  are  announcing  the  results 

of  a  divided  vote  if  we  ever  come  to  that.  , 

fProposal  No.  50  (Page  A-69)  was  referred  to  the  Oversight 
Committee  on  the  NCAA  Membership  Structure,  766-40,  seven 
abstentions.  1 

Resolution:  NCAA  Membership  Structure  and  Governance 
Roy  Kramer  (Southeastern  Conference):  On  behalf  of  the  spon¬ 
sors,  l  would  request  Proposal  51  be  withdrawn.  However  for  those 
who  have  survived  this  session  this  afternoon  and  are  still  awake,  I 
would  urge  due  diligence  of  the  task  force  to  restructure  to  continue 
those  efforts  on  behalf  of  the  presenters  of  this  resolution  so  that  we 
may  avoid  such  afternoons  as  this  in  the  future.  But,  No.  51  is  with 

d' President  Crowley:  Thank  you,  Roy.  Ladies  and  gentle  men,  if  I 
can  have  your  attention  for  just  a  minute.  We  have  concluded  the  busi¬ 
ness  of  the  Presidential  Agenda  Day.  Unless  you  wish  to  do  motions 
for  reconsideration  of  what  we  have  done  here  this  afternoon,  unless 
someone  would  like  to  move  them  now,  that  window  is  open  ever  so 
briefly.  When  it  closes,  it  is  closed  for  a  year  on  the  business  we  h 
done  this  afternoon.  Anyone  wanting  to  reconsider  should  shout. 

Thank  you.  ladies  and  gentlemen.  You  have  done  a  magnificent 
job.  You  have  adjourned  this  meeting  already,  but  let  me  formally 
sav  we  are  recessed  until  tomorrow  afternoon. 

IThe  Presidential  Agenda  Day  of  the  meeting  was  recessed  at 

5:05  p  m.] 

Tuesday  Afternoon,  January  10, 1995 

The  general  business  session  was  called  to  order  at  2:40  p.m.  with 
President  Crowley  presiding. 

OPENING  REMARKS  .  .  . 

President  Crowley:  Ladies  and  gentlemen,  this  meeting  is  called 
to  order  If  I  might  have  your  attention,  we  have  a  few  procedural 
items  to  cover  before  we  get  to  the  main  business  of  this  session. 
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You  will  recall  that  at  the  opening  business  session  a  couple  of 
days  ago  it  was  indicated  that  there  would  be  some  motions  today 
that  we  will  need  to  act  upon.  They  are  of  a  procedural  nature  hav¬ 
ing  to  do  with  various  reports.  For  the  record,  we  need  to 
approve — assuming  that  you  will  be  willing  to  do  so  the  reports  of 
the  sports  and  general  committees  of  the  Association.  Those  reports 
are  in  the  Annual  Reports  of  the  Association.  At  this  point,  a  motion 
for  approval  of  those  reports  would  be  in  order 

REPORTS 

[Note:  Motions  were  made,  seconded  and  approved  to  accept  the  re¬ 
ports  of  the  sports  and  standing  committees,  secretary -treasurer, 
Council  and  Executive  Committee .] 

SUPPLEMENTAL  REPORT  OF  MEMORIAL  RESOLUTIONS 

COMMITTEE  ,  T  . 

Judith  W.  Rose  (University  of  North  Carolina,  Charlotte):  In  ad¬ 
dition  to  those  individuals  recognized  on  Sunday,  please  add  the  fol¬ 
lowing: 

Melvin  "Geter"  Lee,  Clark  Atlanta  University 

Kenneth  G.  Young,  California  State  University,  Stanislaus 

Robert  “Bob"  King,  Furman  University 

Milt  Piepul,  American  International  College 

Dennis  Roth,  Kutztown  University  of  Pennsylvania 

Frank  Pellechia,  William  Paterson  College 

R.  D.  “Dewey”  Halford,  Morningside  College 

Edward  Collette.  St.  Cloud  State  University 

Please  stand  and  observe  a  moment  of  silence  for  those  who  have 
gone  before  us. 

COMMENTS 

President  Crowley:  Thank  you,  Judy.  Again,  a  few  matters  ot 
clarification  before  we  proceed  with  the  agenda. 

All  of  the  voting  actions  taken  during  the  business  sessions  will 
appear  in  next  week’s  issue  of  The  NCAA  News.  You  can  find  out 
there  how  everybody  voted  on  all  of  the  actions  taken  by  this  Con¬ 
vention. 

We  will  distribute  by  3  o’clock  the  listings  of  decisions  taken  at  the 
business  sessions  earlier  today.  We  are  a  little  bit  delayed  in  getting 
those  listings  done.  We  should  have  them  to  you  very  shortly.  Those 
actions  will  stand  unless  they  are  reconsidered  or  rescinded  in  this 
session.  If  you  intend  to  reconsider  a  decision,  that  will  have  to  be 
taken  up  during  the  window  of  reconsideration  opportunity.  We  will 
get  to  that  right  after  the  action  taken  on  the  consent  package. 

The  proposals  to  be  voted  on  this  final  general  session  are  listed 
on  pages  183  and  184  of  your  Official  Notice.  We  will  start  with  the 
first  11  items,  which  comprise  the  consent  package.  I  remind  the  del¬ 
egates  that  these  items  stand  as  a  package  unless  any  delegate  wish- 
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es  to  have  one  removed  for  action  specifically  by  the  Convention  out¬ 
side  of  Ihe  consent  package.  If  that  happens,  then  that  must  be 
pulled  That  is  the  item  must  be  pulled,  not  the  delegate  asking  that 
it  be  pulled.  (Laughter)  So,  at  this  point,  it  would  be  appropriate  for 
someone  to  move  the  consent  agenda. 

PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 

Consent  Package  ....... 

Robert  Baugh  (Eastern  Kentucky  University):  On  behal  o 
Council,  I  would  like  to  move  adoption  of  the  consent  package 

IThe  motion  was  seconded  1  ,  .  l... 

Carol  Iwaoka  (Big  Ten  Conference).  At  this  time  would  it  be  ap¬ 
propriate  to  request  removal  of  Proposals  Nos.  4  and  o  from  the  con- 

86  President  Crowley:  That  would  indeed  be  in  order. 

Ms.  Iwaoka:  Thank  you. 

President  Crowley:  Any  other  requests  for  removal  of  items 
from  the  consent  package9  That  means  that  we  will  vote  on  all  of  the 
items  m  that  package  except  Items  4  and  5,  which  will  be  given  sepa- 

iate  attention.  ^  ^  g  and  6-11  were  adopted  as  a  consent  package.] 

Recruiting-Evaluations  Subsequent  to  Signing 
Charles  N.  Lindemenn  (Humboldt  State  University):  On  behalf 
of  the  NCAA  Council  and  the  Recruiting  Committee,  1  move  Proposal 

No.  4. 

IThe  motion  was  seconded.]  ,  .  , 

As  is  indicated  in  the  rationale  statement  for  this  proposal,  cur¬ 
rent  legislation  allows  coaches  to  make  unlimited  contacts  with  an 
phone  calls  to  prospects  after  they  have  signed  a  National  Le  ei  o 
Intent.  This  legislation  simply  allows  unlimited  evaluations  of  those 
prospects.  Expanding  the  legislation  in  this  way  will  not  lea 
abuses  inasmuch  as  coaches  still  have  a  limit  on  the  number  of  eval¬ 
uations  for  those  prospects  who  have  not  committed  to  the  inst  tu 
tion.  This  legislation  will  not  allow  coaches  to  get  around  current  leg 

' S' Betsy  J.  Mosher  (Northwestern  University):  I  am  just  wondering 

and  need  a  little  bit  of  clarification. 

When  you  evaluate  at  a  high-school  event  or  a  tournarnent  even  , 
is  ,t  considered  an  evaluation  for  everybody  at  that  event?  I  am  try¬ 
ing  to  figure  out  the  application,  when  you  would  see  these  people 

^Brenda  R^Weare  (Great  Midwest  Conference):  The  intent  of  the 
proposal  is  not  to  get  around  the  current  evaluation  rules,  but  basi¬ 
cally  it  is  to  allow  a  coach  to  observe  an  all-star  competition  or  an  in¬ 
dividual  competition  where  the  prospect  has  signe  a  a  10 
ter  of  Intent.  You  have  already  the  two  evaluations  on  that  person, 
then  you  would  be  able  to  observe  the  all-star  competition 
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[Proposal  No.  4  (Page  A-4)  was  adopted.] 

Full-Time  Enrollment  and  Satisfactory-Progress 
Requirements— Learning-Disabled  and  Handicapped 
Student-Athletes 

Jerry  L.  Kingston  (Arizona  State  University):  On  behalf  of  the 
Academic  Requirements  Committee  and  the  Council,  1  move  Proposi¬ 
tion  No.  5. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  was  pulled  from  the  consent  package  because  of 
some  particular  concerns.  I  would  be  glad  to  respond  to  those  con¬ 
cerns  if  I  could  learn  what  they  were.  If  I  can  wait  a  moment,  I  will 
be  glad  to  listen  and  perhaps  be  able  to  explain  whatever  it  is  that  is 
a  problem  here. 

Bonnie  Slatton  (University  of  Iowa):  Our  concern  is  certainly  not 
with  the  intent  of  the  legislation,  but  there  seems  to  be  a  wide  spec¬ 
trum  of  the  diagnosis  of  attention  deficit  syndrome  and  a  number  of 
disabilities  that  have  been  identified. 

We  currently  have  a  waiver  process  where  we  can  petition  that.  In 
the  absence  of  a  national  standard  that  we  all  know  will  be  applied 
in  diagnosing  and  evaluating  student-athletes,  we  believe  that  a 
blanket  waiver  is  not  the  best  way  to  go  at  this  time  1  don't  know  if 
there  is  someone  working  on  criteria  for  diagnosing  certain  learning 
disabilities.  At  the  current  time,  all  of  our  students  on  campus  who 
are  diagnosed  with  learning  disabilities  move  through  our  program. 
Student-athletes  have  far  more  student  tutoring  services  and  aca¬ 
demic  services  than  the  normal  student  who  has  a  learning  disabili¬ 
ty.  It  doesn’t  make  sense  that  we  would  try  to  allow  them  longer  to 
complete  their  degrees. 

Mr.  Kingston:  The  Academic  Requirements  Committee  has  pro¬ 
posed  this  legislation  because  the  Office  of  Civil  Rights  has  been  en¬ 
gaging  in  a  series  of  correspondence  with  the  Association  that  seri¬ 
ously  challenges  both  our  initial-eligibility  standards,  our 
satisfactory-progress  standards  and  our  full-time  enrollment  stan¬ 
dards. 

At  the  present  time,  we  have  a  Council  Subcommittee  on  Initial- 
Eligibility  Waivers  that  is  able  to  consider  on  a  case-by-case  basis  in¬ 
stances  in  which  students  seek  relief  from  our  initial-eligibility  stan¬ 
dards  because  of  a  documented  learning  disability.  At  this  point,  the 
Academic  Requirements  Committee  has  a  waiver  authority  over  cer¬ 
tain  segments  of  the  satisfactory-progress  rule,  but  not  all  dimen¬ 
sions  of  it.  Indeed,  not  over  the  full-time  enrollment  requirement  If 
we  are  not  able  to  secure  from  this  Convention  the  authority  to  be 
able  to  make  waivers  on  a  case-by-case  basis,  the  alternative  that 
our  Association’s  legal  counsel  advises  is  that  there  may  be  a  legal 
challenge  to  our  satisfactory-progress  and  full-time  enrollment  stan¬ 
dards  without  having  the  opportunity  for  us  to  evaluate  them  on  a 
consistent  basis  and  on  a  case-by-case  basis. 

I  would  draw  your  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  proposed  legisla¬ 
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tion  says  that  the  Academic  Requirements  Committee  may  waive 
portions  of  the  satisfactory-progress  or  full-time  enrollment  Stan- 
dard  It  does  not  require  us  to  do  so.  As  a  member  of  the  Council 
Subcommittee  on  Initial-Eligibility  Waivers,  I  can  indicate  that  we 
do  not  routinely  waive  the  initial-eligibility  standards  in  the  event 
that  documentation  is  presented  about  a  learning  disability. 

So  we  believe  that  this  legislation,  although  placed  in  the  consent 
package,  is  absolutely  important  to  avoid  a  serious  challenge  to  our 
full-time  enrollment  and  our  satisfactory-progress  requirements.  I 
urge  the  delegates  to  support  this  proposal.  ,  .  , 

Mary  Lisko  (Augusta  College):  I  am  a  member  of  the  Academic 
Requirements  Committee  and  serve  as  the  chair  of  that  committee  s 
subcommittee  on  satisfactory-progress  waivers.  This  proposal  will 
permit  the  Academic  Requirements  Committee  to  waive  the  12-hour 
enrollment  requirements  and  satisfactory-progress  requirements  for 
an  individual  student-athlete  when  objective  evidence  has  demon¬ 
strated  that  the  institution  has  defined  full-time  enrollment  for  a 
learning-disabled  or  handicapped  student-athlete  in  order  to  accom¬ 
modate  for  the  student’s  learning  disability  or  handicap. 

It  will  help  to  ensure  that  the  administration  of  the  NCAAs  enroll¬ 
ment  and  satisfactory-progress  requirements  do  comply  with  the 
American  Disabilities  Act..  Both  the  Association’s  legal  counsel  as 
well  as  the  U.S.  Department  of  Education,  urge  the  adoption  of  this 
legislation.  Case  law  and  legal  memos  strongly  suggest  that  you  are 
violating  the  ADA  if  you  require  a  disabled  student  to  enroll  and/or 
complete  12  hours  per  term  when  institutional  authorities  have  de¬ 
fined  full-time  enrollment  for  that  student  to  be  less  than  12  hours 
in  order  to  compensate  for  the  disability. 

As  many  delegates  have  learned  during  the  last  few  years  the 
hard  way,  intercollegiate  athletics  is  not  exempt  from  the  scope  of 
ADA.  Government  attorneys  are  enforcing  the  ADA.  You  cannot  hide 
from  it.  It  is  my  understanding  that  the  chief  concern  relates  to  the 
standard  of  review  that  the  Academic  Requirements  Committee  will 

employ  in  these  cases.  .  A  r  , 

I  want  to  emphasize  that  the  committee  will  require  receipt  of  the 
same  objective  criteria  that  the  institution  reviewed  to  establish  the 
existence  of  the  disability  and  must  concur  that  the  disability  exists. 
We  have  employed  this  review  standard  related  to  other  satisfactory- 
progress  rules  where  we  currently  have  waiver  authority.  It  has 
served  us  well.  On  behalf  of  the  Council,  I  urge  the  membership  to 

adopt  this  proposal.  x  ^ 

Ray  Hammond  (Centre  College):  I  am  assuming  that  objective 
evidence  means  a  published  official  policy  by  the  institution.  If  that 
is  true,  an  institution  lacking  such  a  policy  would  not  have  access  to 
the  waiver.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Kingston:  1  don't  think  that  at  this  time  I  can  indicate  what 
will  or  will  not  go  into  the  policy.  I  guess  I  would  ask  the  delegates  to 
give  the  same  authority  that  you  have  given  us  in  other  areas  with 
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resoect  to  the  waiver  possibility.  ij 

Without  more  information  than  1 have at  lhe  pres,ent  l"1h  ’  d 
not  commit  to  a  particular  standard  of, objective  e^dence  hat  needs 
»n  t-vp  nrpsented  There  have  been  instances  on  the  Council  buncom 
mittee  on  Initial-Eligibility  Waivers  where  we  had  all  demonstrated 
obiective  evidence  and  we  still  did  not  waive  the  initial  e  g  y 
standard  So,  I  am  not  prepared  at  this  moment  to  commit  to  any 
particular  standard,  other  than  the  same  ones  thal  1  ™ 

employed  as  we  have  been  in  the  waiver  process  during  the  last  year. 

Ms.  Slatton:  It  is  for  the  reason  just  stated  by  Jerry  Kingston, 
that  lack  of  specificity,  that  I  would  like  to  refer  this  to  the  commi  ' 
tee  We  can  take  whatever  emergency  measures  are  necessary  be¬ 
tween  Conventions.  I  think  it  is  just  too  broad. 

President  Crowley:  Is  that  a  motion,  Bonnie. 

Ms.  Slatton:  Yes. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.]  - 

Mr.  Kingston:  I  would  request  that  you  defeat  the  motion  to  refer 
I  believe  and  our  Association’s  legal  counsel  has  advised  us  that  this 
is  the  wisest  course  of  action  for  the  Association  to  take. 

It  is  the  case  that  the  Administrative  Review  Panel  at  Re  present 
time  is  the  only  body  within  the  Association  that  is  er"P°^f r®d. 10  ,s®t 
asTde  the  rules.  I  would  prefer  to  have  this  matter  handled  by  the 
Academic  Requirements  Committee,  which  is  alrea  y  engaging  in ^ 
suing  other  waivers  of  satisfactory-progress  and  academic  eligibility 
rules,  rather  than  having  to  put  the  Administrative  Revie  ^ 

which  bv  the  way,  lacks  all  of  the  same  standards  of  objectivity  that 
rre  now^g  requested.  To  give  this  responsibility  to  them  rather 
than  the  Academic  Requirements  Committee  is  not  pragmatic.  I  urge 
the  delegates  to  defeat  the  motion  to  refer  and  to  approve  Proposal 

N°Kathryn  Statz  (Marquette  University):  I  would  speak  to  support 
the  motion  that  the  proposal  be  referred  back  to  the  Academic  Re¬ 
quirements  Committee.  It  seems  to  me  that  if  the  ,d 

view  Panel  can  act  on  these  sorts  of  waiver  requests  that  they  should 
continue  to  do  that  until  this  can  be  studied  further. 

John  C.  Martin  (Delaware  State  University).  I  think  that  we 
need  to  refer  this  legislation.  Under  the  present  circumstances  we 
are  not  sure  that  there  would  not  be  blatant  abuse  of  this.  A  7-foot 
basketball  player  can  be  placed  in  this  category  to  be  used  by  some 
institution  that  may  wish  to  use  it  that  way. 

[The  motion  to  refer  Proposal  No.  5  (Page  A-5)  was  defeated.] 
[Proposal  No.  5  (Page  A-5)  was  adopted.] 

Awards  and  Benefits— Specialized  Performance 
Clayton  W.  Chapman  (Eastern  College  Athletic  Conference).  On 
behalf  of  the  sponsors,  I  move  Proposal  No.  53. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  will  permit  a  conference  the  opportunity  to  recog. 
nize  and  honor  student-athletes  within  the  conference  for  perfo  - 
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during  .  limited  period  SS 

SSiSS  ■  - 

y0U' [F-roposal  No.  53  (Page  A-75)  was  adopted.]  „ 

Awards— Conference  “Athlete  of  the  Year 
Nathan  N.  Salant:  1  hereby  move  Proposal  No.  54. 

one  of  the  two  athlete,  each  year  war. 

essary  expenses  for  travel  and  lodgmg^  ^  ^  ^  tQ  attend  such  a 

ents  or  guardian,  or  the  spo  ,  ,„au;red  It  is  not  taken  care 

We  “iProposaTNo^  (Page  A-76)  was  adopted.] 

Pvnenses— Life-Threatening  Injury  or  illness 
Pauline  N.^Saternow  (Youngstown  State  University):  On  behal 
of  the  sponsors,  I  move  Proposal  No.  55. 

t0  Cu™nU?  insSn^st  apply  fl  a  waiver.  When  the  apphea- 

""w  iTm  M ‘SlSSeS.  lSSf  Technology):  On  be- 

.  *■'  “h"  NCM  C ‘uncil.  I  3d  like  to  speak  in  support  or  this 

Therefore,  I  would  ask  that  you  support  this  proposal. 

[Proposal  No  55  (Page  A-77)  was  adopted.] 
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Travel  Expenses — Vacation  Period 

William  C.  Perkins  (Indiana  University,  Bloomington):  On  behalf 
of  all  members  of  the  Big  Ten  Conference,  I  move  the  adoption  of 
Proposal  No.  56. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  intent  of  this  proposal  is  to  reinstate  the  travel  expense-excep¬ 
tion  for  travel  following  regular-season  competition  that  happens  to 
occur  during  a  vacation  period.  At  the  1994  Convention,  Proposal  No. 
130  eliminated  the  travel -expense  exception  applicable  to  the  return 
from  regular-season  competition  that  occurs  during  a  vacation  period. 

Student-athletes  are  now  required  to  return  to  their  home  univer¬ 
sity  within  36  hours  of  a  competitive  event.  Often,  vacation-period 
competition  is  in  reality  a  training  trip  that  for  sports  subject  to  in¬ 
clement  weather  provides  an  opportunity  to  travel  to  warm  weather 
sites  to  compete  and  train.  In  golf,  for  example,  scheduling  competi¬ 
tion  during  the  vacation  period  is  subject  to  the  availability  of  a  golf 
course  and  returning  to  campus  within  36  hours  may  result  in  the 
institution  providing  meals  and  lodging  at  the  same  or  even  greater 
expense  than  if  the  squad  had  remained  on  the  road  practicing. 

Reinstating  the  exception  will  allow  an  institution  to  conduct  com¬ 
petition  and  practice  sessions  during  vacation  periods  at  the  same  or 
lower  costs  while  allowing  an  opportunity  for  student-athletes  to  en¬ 
hance  their  athletics  experience.  I  urge  your  support  of  Proposal  No. 
56. 

[Proposal  No.  56  (Page  A-78)  was  adopted.] 

Awards  and  Benefits — Incidental  Expense 

Joseph  A*  Etzel  (University  of  Portland):  On  behalf  of  the  NCAA 
Council,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  57. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  has  been  supported  by  the  Special  Events  Committee  and  the 
Council  and  the  Executive  Committee.  It  increases  the  per  diem 
from  $10  to  $20  for  student-athletes  participating  in  NCAA  champi¬ 
onships  or  certified  bowl  games.  I  urge  your  support. 

[Proposal  No.  57  (Page  A-79)  was  adopted.] 

Eligibility— Minimum  Full-Time  Enrollment 

Charles  Whitcomb  (San  Jose  State  University):  On  behalf  of  the 
NCAA  Council  and  the  Academic  Requirements  Committee,  I  move 
for  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  59. 

[The  motion  was  seconded,] 

As  you  know,  the  intent  of  Proposal  No.  59  is  to  permit  a  student- 
athlete  to  practice  during  their  first  week  of  classes,  even  though  he 
is  enrolled  in  less  than  a  full-time  program  of  studies  at  any  particu¬ 
lar  point  during  that  week. 

The  advent  of  the  telephone  and  on-line  computer  registration  has 
significantly  compromised  the  ability  of  the  institution  or  personnel 
to  monitor  successfully  the  full-time  enrollment  status  of  student- 
athletes  during  the  first  week  of  classes.  In  addition,  because  of  the 
system  and  financial  constraints,  some  students  are  not  able  to  en- 
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roll  in  the  classes  they  wish  to  take,  and  then  must  enroll  in  another 

course,  a  course  that  is  later  dropped  in  favor  °[ thifp'ropos- 
course,  in  order  to  be  able  to  practice.  Keep  in  mind  that  this  propos 
hmited  to  practice  activities,  not  competition. 

FinX  and  most  importantly,  we  do  not  believe  this  prop  .sal 
threatens  in  any  way  the  academic  integrity  of  the  student-athletes 
pSatii  on  I  «rge  your  .upponof  th.s  proposal 

[Proposal  No  59  (Page  A-80)  was  adopted.] 

Intercollegiate  Competition 

Melissa  L  Conboy  (University  of  Notre  Dame):  On  behalf  of  the 
NCAA  Council  and  the  Legislative  Review  Committee,  I  move  Pro- 
posal  No.  149. 

JKSSSf 1  statement  for  this  propose ,1  under 
the  current  rules,  trying  to  determine  urheth.r  a  utudent-athUtQ  has 
participated  in  the  intercollegiate  competition  is  often  very  dithcuiu 
P  At  times  institutional  staff  are  not  aware  that  their  student-ath¬ 
letes  are  competing  in  an  outside  event.  Even  when  they  are  aware 
it  fs  difficult  to  determine  before  the  fact  whether  a  particular  event 
involves  any  individuals  or  teams  representing  collegiate  institutions 

and  scoring  points  for  those  institutions.  .  e 

This  proposal  would  greatly  simplify  the  current  definition  of  in¬ 
tercollegiate  competition.  Under  this  proposal,  an  institution  simply 
has  to  determine,  one,  whether  the  student-athlete  represented  the 
mstitution  C  ompetition;  two,  whether  the  student-ath  ete  compet¬ 
ed  in  the  uniform  of  an  institution;  or,  three,  whether  the  student- 
athlete  received  any  expenses  from  the  institution  for  partiapating 
in  the  event.  1  urge  your  support  for  this  deregulation  effort. 

[Proposal  No.  149  (Page  A-179)  was  adopted.] 

Eligibility  Appeals  ,  ..  , 

Janet  R.  Kittell  (California  State  University,  Chico):  On  behalf  of 
the  Council  and  the  Eligibility  Committee,  I  move  for  the  adoption  of 
Proposal  No.  72. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.]  „  ,  r 

On  behalf  of  the  Council,  1  would  like  to  move  for  the  adoption  of 

Proposal  No.  72-1. 

72-1  simply  reaffirms  the  position 
thatthe  determination  of  the  Eligibility  Committee  is  final,  binding 

and  conclusive.  .  ,  , 

(Proposal  No.  72-1  (Page  A-96)  was  adopted.] 

Ms  Kittell:  This  legislation  modifies  the  procedure  for  processing 
el, Si h^Xmion  requests  in  ease,  .here  either  a  prospective " 
enrolled  student-athlete  is  involved  in  a  rules  violation  resulting 

an^Sran~endation  of  the  Eligibility  Committee 
believes  that  a  modification  of  the  process  that  eliminates  the  second 
appeal  opportunity  is  appropriate.  Two  appeals  opportunities  do  not 
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seem  necessary.  The  Eligibility  Committee  can  ensure  complete  and 
thorough  review  of  each  case,  thus  the  second  review  by  the  Council 
subcommittee  on  eligibility  appeals  is  an  unnecessary  step  in  the  eli¬ 
gibility  restoration  process  Further,  an  adequate  monitoring  system 
by  which  the  Council  evaluates  the  Eligibility  Committee’s  policies 
and  procedures  currently  exist.  Proposal  No.  72-1  clarifies  that  an 
institution’s  appeals  opportunity  is  considered  by  the  Eligibility 
Committee  members  of  the  same  divisional  status  as  the  institution 
presenting  the  appeal. 

Finally,  it  is  important  to  know  that  the  decision  by  the  Eligibility 
Committee  is  final  and  binding.  I  urge  your  support  for  No.  72. 

[Proposal  No.  72  (Page  A-95)  was  adopted  as  amended  by  No. 

72-1.1 

Educational  Expenses— U.S.  Olympic  Committee 

Nelson  E.  Townsend  (State  University  of  New  York  at  Buffalo): 
On  behalf  of  the  NCAA  Council  and  the  Olympic  Sports  Liaison 
Committee,  1  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  73. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.  ] 

The  adoption  of  this  proposal  would  amend  the  Association  s  ama¬ 
teurism  principles  to  permit  individuals  before  or  after  collegiate  en¬ 
rollment  to  take  advantage  of  financial  assistance  for  their  education 
provided  by  the  U.S.  Olympic  Committee  to  one  of  its  grants  pro¬ 
grams.  The  committee  believes  this  proposal  carries  with  it  cost  re¬ 
duction  benefits  for  an  institution,  because  the  educational  expenses 
provided  by  the  USOC  likely  will  replace  athletics  funds  awarded  by 
institutions.  The  committee  notes  that  currently  the  USOC  provides 
its  financial  assistance  to  cover  tuition  expenses  up  to  $5,000  per 
year  for  athletes  who  are  endorsed  by  the  national  governing  bodies. 

The  committee  has  structured  the  proposal  to  place  a  check  on  po¬ 
tential  abuses  by,  one,  allowing  such  educational  assistance  only 
from  USOC  and  not  from  foreign  national  Olympic  committees;  two, 
requiring  that  the  funds  be  given  to  the  member  institution  for  the 
individual’s  educational  expenses  and;  three,  requiring  that  the  fi¬ 
nancial  aid  count  against  the  individual’s  and  the  team’s  financial 
aid  limits. 

The  committee,  m  forming  this  proposal,  also  receives  the  support 
of  the  NCAA  Committee  on  Financial  Aid  and  Amateurism.  The 
NCAA  Council  and  the  Olympic  Sports  Liaison  Committee  urge  the 
adoption  of  Proposal  No.  73. 

[Proposal  No.  73  (Page  A-96)  was  adopted.] 

State  Reciprocity  Tuition  Agreements 

Mary  Jo  Warner  (George  Washington  University):  I  move  the 
adoption  of  Proposal  No.  74  on  behalf  of  the  NCAA  Council  and  the 
Committee  on  Financial  Aid  and  Amateurism. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  should  look  familiar  to  the  Convention  since  this  is 
the  third  time  in  as  many  years  that  it  has  appeared  before  you. 
During  that  time,  the  proposal  has  been  debated,  studied,  modified 


352 


1995  Convention  Proceedings 


and  debated  some  more.  .  , 

The  Financial  Aid  and  Amateurism  Committee  has  stayed  with 
the  proposal  because  it  wishes  to  accomplish  one  simple  thing— to 
eliminate  what  are  competitive  inequities  created  by  reciprocity  tu¬ 
ition  agreements.  The  committee  believes  strongly  that  all  tuition 
waivers  should  be  treated  in  the  same  way  for  purposes  of  calculat¬ 
ing  financial  aid  equivalencies.  This  proposal  would  bring  state-man¬ 
dated  reciprocity  tuition  agreements  in  line  with  all  of  our  tuition 
waivers.  The  committee  has  prepared  an  example  clarifying  the  ap- 
plication  of  the  current  legislation  in  this  area  and  of  the  effect  tha 
Proposal  No.  74  would  have  on  state  reciprocity  tuition  agreements. 

This  example  has  been  distributed  to  ail  Convention  attendees 
through  the  legislative  interpretations  and  the  applications  docu¬ 
ment  available  at  each  table.  Should  subsequent  speakers  on  the 
Convention  floor  raise  confusion  about  how  the  proposal  applies,  the 
Financial  Aid  Committee  strongly  recommends  that  the  question  De 
called  so  the  membership  may  vote  on  the  proposal  up  or  down 
rather  than  sending  it  back  for  further  study  or  clarification 

On  behalf  of  the  Council  and  the  Committee  on  Financial  Aid  and 
Amateurism,  1  urge  you  to  adopt  Proposal  No  74. 

Jeff  Schemmel  (University  of  Minnesota,  Twin  Cities).  We  rise  in 
opposition  to  this.  As  she  said,  for  the  third  year  in  a  row  this  is  be¬ 
fore  us  For  the  second  consecutive  year,  it  is  m  its  exact  same  form. 
This  is  a  proposal  that  is  fundamentally  flawed  iq  both  a  presump¬ 
tion  that  is  made  and  in  its  practical  application. 

The  presumption  is  that  when  someone  receives  state  reciprocity 
that  the  institution  that  has  that  figures  the  same  equivalency.  Tha 
is  a  fundamental  misperception  that  seems  to  be  consistently  made 
around  the  country.  What  happens  is  that  each  time  reciprocity  is 
applied,  the  actual  denominator,  the  actual  tuition  cost  is  figured 
into  the  denominator.  Thus,  that  creates  a  higher  equivalency  for 
those  who  have  state  reciprocity.  This  is  trying  to  accomplish  some¬ 
thing  that  is  already  there.  When  someone  receives  $1,000  in  aid  at 
a  reciprocity  state  versus  a  nonreciprocity  state,  that  reciprocity 
state  right  now  pays  a  higher  equivalency.  The  premise  in  the  exam¬ 
ple  given  by  the  NCAA  uses  three  different  figures,  apples,  oranges, 

bananas,  m  the  example.  ^ 

The  best  example  is  to  use  a  $1,000  grant  so  that  each  state  can 
figure  the  reciprocity.  If  you  do  it  that  way,  you  will  see  that  the  state 
reciprocity  does  pay  a  higher  equivalency.  The  NCAA  wrote  a  letter 
explaining  the  example  that  they  have  given.  I  think  it  illustrates 

the  misunderstanding  right  in  the  letter.  .  ,  ,  . 

This  is  a  December  30  letter  from  the  NCAA  staff.  In  its  body  it 
says  that  institutional  tuition  waivers  are  already  dealt  with,  and 
then  in  the  same  example  uses  what  they  call  tuition  waivers  to 
apply  what  they  want  to  accomplish. 

Finally,  the  argument  is  made  that  there  is  an  advantage  because 
the  student-athlete  has  to  pay  less  to  go  to  a  reciprocity  state  It  is  no 
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different  than  in  each  institution  versus  each  institution  in  every 
state  across  the  country  When  you  go  to  USC,  it  costs  more  than  to 
go  to  UCLA.  When  you  go  to  Duke,  it  costs  more  than  to  go  to  North 
Carolina.  We  have  never  in  this  body,  at  least  as  far  as  we  know  his¬ 
torically,  ever  mandated  an  equivalency  difference  because  of  that 
cost  differential.  Certainly  not  when  it  is  mandated  by  state  law  tor 
all  students.  We  urge  that  because  of  that  opposition  to  this  proposal. 

Yvonne  “Sam”  Sandmire  (National  Association  of  Collegiate 
Gymnastics  Coaches,  Women):  We  oppose  this  proposal  because  it 
discriminates  against  student-athletes  and  diminishes  opportunities 
for  student-athletes.  Passage  of  this  proposal  will  force  coaches  to 
eliminate  some  walk-ons  from  their  teams. 

For  example,  a  student-athlete  from  Montana,  a  state  with  no  col¬ 
legiate  gymnastics  program,  walked  on  to  our  team  at  BSU.  She  re¬ 
ceived  no  scholarship  offers,  but  did  take  advantage  of  the 
Idaho/Montana  reciprocity  agreement  available  to  all  residents  in 
those  states.  Under  this  proposal,  she  would  have  to  be  eliminated 
from  the  team  to  avoid  exceeding  the  maximum  limit  on  scholar¬ 
ships.  This  is  the  year  of  the  student-athlete.  We  should  focus  on  ex¬ 
panding  opportunities,  not  eliminating  the  participation  of  walk-ons 
who  may  not  have  the  opportunity  to  compete  in  their  own  states. 
State  reciprocity  agreements  cost  institutions  nothing.  We  urge  you 
to  defeat  this  proposal. 

Charles  S.  Harris  (Arizona  State  University):  1  am  chair  ot  the 
Committee  on  Financial  Aid  and  Amateurism.  I  rise  to  speak  in  sup¬ 
port  of  Proposal  No.  74  .. 

You  have  heard  much  of  the  debate  before  Unfortunately,  notwith¬ 
standing  the  previous  speakers,  it  is  the  view  of  the  committee  and 
of  the  NCAA  staff,  who  has  worked  on  variations  of  this  theme  tor 
the  last  three  years,  that  this,  in  fact,  does  advantage  student-ath¬ 
letes.  In  the  year  of  student-athlete  access,  equity  and  welfare,  we 

encourage  you  to  support  it.  . ,  .  . 

We  say  that  principally  because  there  is  a  greater  cost  to  the  insti- 
tution,  but  it  has  an  effect  of  leveling  the  decision  that  is  made  by 

the  individual.  We  urge  your  support. 

Fred  M.  Oien  (South  Dakota  State  University):  I  rise  in  opposi¬ 
tion  to  Proposal  No  74.  Proposal  No.  74  calls  for  the  application  of 
all  state  reciprocity  agreements  to  be  considered  as  institutional  fi¬ 
nancial  aid  per  Bylaw  15.02.4.  l-(a).  .  , 

We  fully  agree  that  institutions  have  the  right  to  select  who  re¬ 
ceives  tuition  waivers  in  the  state  reciprocity  agreement  and  should 
have  to  consider  such  aid  as  institutional  financial  aid  in  the  calcula¬ 
tion  of  equivalencies.  However,  where  reciprocity  agreements  allow 
all  students  by  virtue  of  the  residency  automatic  qualification  to  use 
such  agreements,  such  aid  is  not  under  institutional  control  and, 
therefore,  deviates  from  the  intent  of  institutional  financial  aid  as 
described  in  the  bylaw. 

We  fully  support  any  legislation  that  would  broaden  the  definition 
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taints  specifically  where  the  benefit  of  reciprocity  apphes  to  all 
students  automatically  and  is  not  under  institutional  control 

[Proposal  No.  74  (Page  A-98)  was  defeated,  332-328,  89  absten 

tions.l 

Financial  Aid  From  Outside  Sources 
Michael  L.  Slive  (Great  Midwest  Conference):  On  behalf  of  the 
sponsors,  I  move  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  76. 

Reduction  or  Cancellation  of  Financial  Aid 

Inhn  F  waimon  (University  of  Central  Oklahoma)-  On  behalf  of 
alUO  Xe  St/r  Conference,  I  move  the  adopt, on  of 

Proposal  No  78. 

We^fe'askTnVthe  membership  to  consider  two  separate  things 
witiCFboposal  No,  78.  First,  in  Part  A  we  are  ask.ng  the  ent,re  mem- 
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bership  for  approval  to  vote  on  Proposal  No.  78  as  a  federated  pro¬ 
posal.  We  feel  that  Division  II  institutions  have  some  concerns  with 
this  that  may  not  be  present  with  both  Divisions  I  and  III. 

Second,  if  that  is  approved,  we  are  asking  our  colleagues  in  Divi¬ 
sion  II  to  vote  for  Proposal  No.  78-B  to  allow  us  to  cancel  or  gradiate 
a  student-athlete’s  financial  aid  at  the  time  that  the  student-athlete 
voluntarily  withdraws  from  athletics  participation. 

Let  me  emphasize  the  word  “voluntarily”  in  this  situation.  The 
reason  we  are  seeking  this  change  is  that  we  have  had  several  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  in  our  conference  take  advantage  of  what  we  think  is  a 
legislative  loophole.  To  be  specific,  we  have  had  several  football  play¬ 
ers  at  our  universities  play  football  the  entire  fall  semester,  enroll  for 
the  spring  semester,  attend  one  day  of  class  during  the  spring,  and 
go  to  the  coach  and  quit  the  team.  When  this  happens,  the  way  the 
bylaw  is  written,  we  must  continue  to  pay  the  expenses  of  that  ath¬ 
lete  for  the  remainder  of  that  spring  semester,  although  the  student- 
athlete  is  no  longer  participating  with  the  team.  We  feel  this  is 
wrong  We  ask  for  the  support  of  the  body  for  Division  II  for  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  Proposal  No.  78. 

Diane  L.  Reinhard  (Clarion  University  of  Pennsylvania):  On  be* 
half  of  the  NCAA  Council,  I  would  urge  you  to  oppose  Proposal  No. 
78.  In  this  Convention  we  are  for  student-athlete  welfare,  access  and 
equity  This  proposal  does  not  further  any  objective  of  enhancing  the 
welfare  of  the  student-athlete. 

Although  none  of  us  may  appreciate  a  student-athlete  who  volun¬ 
tarily  withdraws  from  a  team,  in  many  instances  there  may  be  some 
serious  underlying  reason  that  results  in  the  student-athlete's  desire 
to  no  longer  participate  in  the  sport.  The  current  regulations  would 
permit  an  institution  to  reduce  or  cancel  the  aid  of  a  student-athlete 
who  quits  the  team  at  the  conclusion  of  the  semester  or  quarter.  That 
provides  an  adequate  avenue  for  institutions  to  address  such  situa¬ 
tions. 

Further,  the  current  legislation,  which  mandates  that  financial  aid 
be  counted  to  the  end  of  the  current  semester  or  quarter,  will  help 
ensure  that  the  student-athletes  will  remain  in  college  and  not  be 
placed  in  situations  where  there  is  undue  pressure  to  withdraw  from 
the  team  in  an  effort  to  provide  the  financial  aid  to  another  student- 
athlete.  For  all  of  these  reasons,  I  strongly  urge  you  to  oppose  Pro¬ 
posal  No.  78 

Pamela  Wustrow  (Student- Athlete  Advisory  Committee/Spring¬ 
field  College):  On  behalf  of  the  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee, 

I  urge  you  to  oppose  Proposal  No.  78.  The  Student-Athlete  Advisory 
Committee  was  concerned  about  coaches  forcing  voluntary  with¬ 
drawal  based  on  athletics  performance  or  lack  of,  thus,  leaving  the 
student-athlete  with  the  financial  burden.  The  student-athletes  may 
have  legitimate  reasons  for  wanting  to  leave  the  team  before  the  first 
contest  and  should  not  be  made  responsible  for  aid  until  the  conclu¬ 
sion  of  that  time.  We,  as  a  committee  representing  the  student-ath- 
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letes,  do  not  feel  that  the  student-athletes  should  be  penalized  for 
choosing  not  to  participate  in  a  particular  sport  due  to  any  unfore- 
seen  personal  problems. 

The  current  legislation  allows  the  students  to  withdraw  from  that 
sport  but  also  receive  their  financial  aid  until  the  end  of  that 
semester.  This  will  help  make  sure  these  students  do  not  jeopardize 
their  education  and  stay  in  school  For  all  of  the  above  reasons,  I 
urge  you  to  oppose  Proposal  No.  78. 

Walter  B.  Newsom  (Mississippi  State  University):  On  behalf  of 
the  Southeastern  Conference’s  student-athlete  advisory  committee,  I 
speak  in  opposition  to  Proposal  No  78  To  permit  a  member  institu¬ 
tion  to  cancel  the  financial  aid  on  or  after  the  date  that  the  student 
voluntarily  withdraws  from  the  sport  would  be  an  extreme  injustice 
to  a  student-athlete  who  for  whatever  reason  decides  to  no  longer 
participate.  Providing  the  financial  assistance  until  the  end  of  the 
current  semester  or  quarter  to  a  student-athlete  who  withdraws  sub¬ 
sequent  to  the  institution’s  first  competition  would  allow  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  sufficient  time  to  secure  financial  assistance.  The  SEC 
student-athlete  advisory  committee  urges  you  to  vote  “no”  on  this 
proposal. 

Doug  Echols  (South  Atlantic  Conference):  Is  it  correct  that  Sec¬ 
tions  A  and  then  B  will  be  voted  on  separately? 

President  Crowley:  That  is  correct,  sir. 

Mr.  Echols:  Approval  of  Section  A  will  allow  a  federated  vote  on 
Section  B  in  Divisions  I  and  II?  It  is  an  important  feature  in  consid¬ 
ering  Section  B  that  only  institutions  that  issue  athletics  aid  be  al¬ 
lowed  to  vote  on  this  proposal  and  vote  separately.  Therefore,  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  Section  A  will  provide  a  vote  on  Section  B,  which  reflects 
the  wishes  of  those  institutions  affected  by  the  proposal.  I  urge  the 
membership’s  support  of  Section  A. 

Joseph  O’Rourke  (Wabash  College):  I  call  for  a  division  on  the 

last  question 

President  Crowley:  That  motion  is  in  order.  If  you  would  turn  on 
your  voting  units,  we  are  just  voting  on  Part  A  of  78. 

[Part  A  of  Proposal  No.  78  (Page  A- 101)  was  adopted,  486-231, 
33  abstentions.] 

President  Crowley:  If  I  may  explain  just  before  we  start  this. 
Just  so  you  understand  since  it  is  Divisions  I  and  II  voting  separate¬ 
ly  on  78-B,  only  a  simple  majority  in  each  division  will  be  required, 

Karen  L.  Jones  (University  of  Alaska  Fairbanks):  While  I  dont 
like  speaking  against  student-athlete  welfare,  I  do  believe  that  this 
is  permissive  legislation  that  the  university  would  after  a  student- 
athlete  came  in  for  preseason  practice,  worked  out  for  two  weeks, 
perhaps  participated  in  the  first  two  matches,  and  then  decided  to 
quit  the  team,  started  classes,  was  on  aid — have  to  pay  that  entire 
semester’s  worth  of  aid. 

There  may  be  many  extenuating  circumstances  for  the  withdrawal 
of  that  student-athlete  from  the  team  I  think  that  should  be  up  to 
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each  institution.  As  the  legislation  is  in  that  book  right  now,  we  are 
not  able  to  deny  her  aid  for  the  entire  semester. 

Thomas  E.  Spicer  (Fort  Hays  State  University):  I  think  at  this 
point  in  time  it  would  be  fair  to  consider  allowing  what  has  been  put 
into  legislation.  The  students  have  a  process  they  go  through  at  your 
institution.  If  this  is  upheld  and  we  vote  in  favor  of  reducing  their 
aid,  upon  the  date  they  leave  the  sport,  they  can  appeal  that  decision 
and  then  it  is  taken  by  a  different  context.  I  think  it  is  important 
that  we  also  hold  the  students  accountable  for  agreements  with  the 
institution  as  well  as  the  institutions  accountable  for  the  agreements 
with  the  students. 

Bridget  Niland  (Student- Athlete  Advisory  Committee/State  Uni¬ 
versity  of  New  York  at  Buffalo):  The  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Com¬ 
mittee  feels  very  strongly  that  you  strongly  oppose  this  legislation.  If 
a  student-athlete  for  some  reason — whether  personal  or 
whatnot — has  to  withdraw  from  athletics  or  quit  the  team,  they  still 
deserve  the  athletics  aid  until  the  end  of  the  semester. 

[Part  B  of  Proposal  No.  78  (Page  A- 102)  was  adopted  by  Divi¬ 
sions  I  and  II. 1 

RECONSIDERATION  OF  VOTING  ACTIONS 

Reconsideration  of  Contest  Exemptions— Division  I  Basketball 

President  Crowley:  Now,  the  window  of  reconsideration  is  open. 
Would  anyone  care  to  move  reconsideration? 

William  A.  Stein  (St  Peter’s  College):  I  voted  in  favor  of  Proposal 
No  93  At  this  time  I  would  like  to  ask  that  it  be  reconsidered 
[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Richard  J.  Ensor  (Metro  Atlantic  Athletic  Conference):  It  is  the 
intent  of  the  movers  of  this  reconsideration  proposal  that  if  it  should 
pass,  that  we  refer  this  whole  matter  to  the  special  NCAA  Council 
committee  that  is  going  to  be  formed  to  deal  with  exceptions.  We 
think  given  the  closeness  of  the  vote  and  some  of  the  issues  involved 
that  this  is  important. 

John  L.  Allen  (University  of  Connecticut):  1  rise  to  urge  Division 
I  delegates  to  oppose  the  motion  to  reconsider  No.  93.  I  think  there  is 
a  misapprehension  that  the  exception  would  be  allowed  only  to  Divi¬ 
sion  I-A  schools.  Speaking  as  a  representative  of  a  Division  i-AA 
school  that  participated  in  the  Great  Eight  Tournament  this  past 
year,  I  can  say  that  it  is  a  most  beneficial  experience.  It  is  a  worthy 
cause.  I  think  it  was  an  enjoyable  experience  for  our  young  men,  par¬ 
ticularly  because  for  the  first  time  in  quite  some  while  the  Universi¬ 
ty  of  Connecticut  beat  Duke  University. 

Mr.  Ensor:  I  move  that  Proposal  No.  93  be  referred  to  the  special 
NCAA  Council  committee  dealing  with  contest  exemptions. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Barbara  A.  Hedges  (University  of  Washington):  I  urge  you  to  de¬ 
feat  the  motion  to  refer.  I  urge  that  because  the  proceeds  from  the 
tournament  will  directly  benefit  the  student-athletes  by  disburse- 
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ment  of  the  revenues  from  the  tournament  to  Division  I  member  in¬ 
stitutions  for  their  Life  Skills/CHAMPS  program  I  urge  you  to  de¬ 
feat  the  motion  to  refer.  .  ,  .  . 

William  T.  “Todd”  Turner  (North  Carolina  State  University).  Let 
me  remind  the  members  of  Division  1  that  during  the  course  of  this 
Convention  we  have  approved  four  pieces  oflegislation  that  provides 
exemptions  in  several  sports,  including  another  one  in  mens  basket- 

b3This  exemption  is  the  one  exemption  that  does  something  very 
positive  for  the  student-athletes  on  our  campus.  I  ask  that  it  be  con- 

sidered  without  referral.  ^  , 

[The  motion  to  refer  Proposal  No.  93  (Page  A-119)  was  defeated 

by  Division  I.]  ,  .  ... 

Mr.  Ensor:  1  would  just  remind  the  delegates  of  the  debate  earlier 
today.  This  is  for  a  small  group  of  schools  that  will  be  ab  e  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  this  tournament  on  a  regular  basis.  It  is  for  an  e  ite  group  o 
schools  that  are  able  to  compete  in  the  tournament  currently  by 
using  a  regular-season  game  against  it.  While  the  CHAMPS  program 
is  very  worthwhile,  it  can  benefit  the  schools  in  the  same  manner 
without  the  need  of  an  exception  that  adds  games  to  schedules  and  is 

not  open  to  everyone.  ,  . 

Allen  R.  Bohl  (University  of  Toledo):  I  just  want  to  make  a  correc¬ 
tion.  It  is  not  just  for  a  few  elite  schools.  It  is  for  all  Division  I 
schools.  The  dollars  that  are  generated  from  this  tournament  will 

have  the  opportunity  to  be  used  by  all  schools  ..... 

The  missions  and  values  committee  of  the  Division  I  athletics  di¬ 
rectors  will  be  the  committee  that  will  help  determine  how  those  dol¬ 
lars  will  go  back  to  all  schools  that  want  to  apply  for  them. 

Frederick  E.  Gruninger  (Rutgers  University,  New  Brunswick).  I 
am  chairman  of  that  missions  and  values  committee.  I  just  want  to 
reassure  everyone  in  Divisions  I,  11  and  III  that  there  will  be  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  participate  and  that  our  grant  program  and  our  incentive 
program  is  for  the  student-athlete  It  is  not  closed  just  to  an  elite 

group  within  Division  I.  ,  c  ... 

David  B.  Wagner  (Georgia  Southern  University)’  Something 
bothers  me  in  here  and  1  wish  it  could  be  explained.  To  what  degree 
will  any  of  these  moneys  be  used  to  support  the  Division  I-AA  Athlet¬ 
ics  Directors  Association?  If  someone  could  answer  that  for  me,  1 

would  appreciate  it.  ...  c  *.i,Q 

Mr.  Turner:  As  a  member  of  the  executive  committee  of  the  Divi¬ 
sion  I-A  Athletic  Directors  Association,  let  me  state  categorically 
that  the  funds  from  this  tournament  do  not  go  to  support  ^  Divi¬ 
sion  1-A  Athletic  Directors  Association  any  more  than  they  would  Di¬ 
vision  I-AA’s  athletics  directors. 

The  funds  from  this  tournament  go  to  support  CHAMPS  and  Lite 
Skills,  which  are  student-athlete  initiatives.  I  would  ask  that  you 
consider  that  this  is  the  one  piece  of  legislation  that  we  have  ad¬ 
dressed  in  this  Convention,  in  my  opinion,  that  does  something  very. 
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very  positive  for  the  young  people  on  our  campuses  in  Division  I 

Mr,  Wagner:  If  I  said  Division  I-AA  Athletic  Directors  Associa¬ 
tion,  I  was  in  error.  I  meant  to  say  the  Division  I- A  Athletic  Directors 
Association 

President  Crowley:  I  believe  you  did.  The  question  is,  does  any 
of  this  money  go  to  support  the  Divis.on  I-A  Athletic  Directors  Asso¬ 
ciation? 

Mr.  Wagner:  No.  ...  ...  . 

James  E.  Delany  (Big  Ten  Conference):  I  would  just  like  a  point 
of  clarification.  It  is  my  understanding  that  this  event  is  open  to  all 
members  of  Division  1  on  the  basis  of  really  how  they  do  in  the 

NCAA  tournament.  .  ,. 

They  try  to  invite  teams  that  have  had  success  in  the  preceding 
year  in  the  NCAA  tournament.  1  know  that  there  are  a  number  of 
teams  in  the  Great  Eight  Tournament  this  year  that  were  semifinal- 
ists  and  regional  finalists.  It  is  true  at  that  point  that  every  member 
of  Division  I  is  eligible  for  the  NCAA  tournament.  It  is  not  really  just 
the  elite  schools  that  have  the  possibility  of  going  to  the  regional 
tournament.  You  can  make  your  way  in  or  get  there  through  an  auto¬ 
matic  bid  or  do  a  play-in.  The  institutions  that  have  access  to  t  e 
Great  Eight  are  the  same  institutions  that  have  access  to  the  Divi- 
sion  I  tournament,  and  that  is  based  on  meritorious  playing 

President  Crowley:  Jim,  were  you  seeking  clarification  or  were 

you  making  clarification?  ,  ,  ,. 

Mr.  Delany:  I  was  making  clarification  under  the  guise  of  seeking 

11  President  Crowley:  Thank  you.  Well  done.  ...... 

David  R.  Hart  Jr.  (East  Carolina  University):  I  dont  think  the 
issue  has  anything  to  do  with  the  small  number  of  teams  Ihatpartici- 
pate  in  the  actual  tournament.  I  am  a  little  bit  surprised  that  is 

where  the  focus  is.  _  ,  ,  .  . 

The  focus  should  be  on  a  much  larger  number  of  student-athletes 
who  participate  within  the  NCAA  and  who  through  this  program 
have  a  chance  to  enhance  the  image  of  every  institution  within  the 
NCAA  and  have  a  chance  to  participate  in  Life  Skills  programs  that 
are  critical  to  their  overall  development.  It  has  nothing  to  do  with 
the  eight  teams  that  are  participating  in  the  tournament. 

Tom  Collins  (Campbell  University):  I  want  to  clarify  that  the  pro¬ 
gram  will  support  the  Life  Skills  program  equally  or  at  the  same 
level  as  CHAMPS.  Is  there  any  distinction  made  that  it  will  be  just 
one  program  or  the  other? 

Mr.  Gruninger:  It  is  our  intent  in  the  missions  and  values  com¬ 
mittee  to  evaluate  both  the  CHAMPS  program  and  the  Life  Skills 
program  at  the  same  level. 

Mr.  Collins:  Thank  you.  „ 

Vincent  J.  Dooley  (University  of  Georgia):  I  want  to  just  reanirm 
once  again  that  this  is  beneficial  to  the  student-athlete.  This  is  a 
welfare  student-athlete  Convention  I  can’t  think  of  anything  that 
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think  that  is  the  (university  of  Iowa):  I  just  wanted  to  clar- 

»  be  « bating  .11  of  the  exceptt.n,  1. 

1,1  President  Crowley:  Yea,  that  is  correct,  Christine 

Ms.  Grant:  Including  this  particular  exception,  if  it  passe  . 
President  Crowley:  Including  this  one,  yes.  ,  p  pn- 

Ms.  Grant:  Then  I  see  no  reason  for  it  not  to  pass  at  t  i 

ti0n' [Proposal  No.  93  (Page  A-119)  was  defeated  upon  reconsidera- 
tier  by  D™»» ^““Uer  motions  to  ro- 

crouhones.  The  window  is  closing  and  it  has  closed. 

We  will  proceed  now,  ladies  and  gentlemen,  to  Proposal  No.  85. 

PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 

Amateur  Status— Camps  or  Clinics 

Vincent  J.  Dooley  (University  of  Georgia):  I  move  for  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  Proposal  No.  85. 

This^egTs^ationwouMpermit  charitable  foundations  to  pay  theex- 

otherwi^i  would 

through 

nizations^'ill  target  inner<aty^«ingst«rswho^have^not^wtered^t^^ 

Wmm§m 

t3The  proposal  was  carefully  written  to  exclude  prospect-age  partici 
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pants  and  to  ensure  professional  baseball  interaction  was  limited  to 
financial  support.  I  am  convinced  this  is  the  type  of  legislation  that 
through  NCAA  endorsement  helps  to  build  public  support  of  the 
NCAA  1  firmly  believe  and  I  further  believe  that  recruiting  of  pro¬ 
fessional  sports  association's  concerns  can  be  overcome  and  in  the 
end  will  be  all  rewarded  by  assisting  a  lot  of  young  people  in  this 
country  who  need  an  opportunity  and  some  help  at  a  very  young  age 
I  urge  your  support  of  Proposal  No.  85. 

Thomas  Dedin  (Regis  University,  Colorado):  1  rise  in  support  of 
Proposal  85.  The  NCAA  Professional  Sports  Liaison  Committee  op¬ 
poses  the  passage  of  No.  85  basically  asserting  an  unfair  recruiting 
basis.  The  fact  that  this  opportunity  through  the  baseball  program  is 
to  take  place  at  a  college  campus  does  not  make  this  program  a  vi¬ 
able  recruiting  opportunity.  This  program  is  directed  to  inner-city 
and  poor  grammar  school  youngsters  who  will  be  given  an  opportuni¬ 
ty  to  get  out  of  their  environment,  to  be  exposed  to  not  only  quality 
baseball  coaching,  but  also  to  academic  instruction  in  mathT  reading 
and  writing. 

These  are  grammar  school  youngsters,  not  recruits,  not  the  high- 
school  age  campers  who  we  allow  to  attend  our  coaches'  camps  all 
over  the  country.  These  high-school  age  players  are  obviously  more 
recruitable.  Current  NCAA  legislation  prohibits  an  individual  from 
receiving  free  expenses  from  professional  sports  organizations,  but 
yet  we  allow  professional  baseball  to  contribute  many  dollars  to  sup¬ 
port  the  summer  collegiate  baseball  leagues.  What  is  the  difference?  I 
watched  this  program  function  last  summer  with  50  young  low-in* 
come  and  poor  inner-city  youngsters  who  came  to  the  Regis  campus 
for  three  weeks.  I  saw  the  improvement  that  was  made  in  their  base¬ 
ball  skills,  but  more  importantly,  I  saw  the  improvement  they  made 
as  human  beings.  They  left  this  camp  with  a  total  life  experience  that 
did,  I  am  sure,  impact  them  as  they  returned  to  their  inner-city  envi¬ 
ronments.  This  is  not  about  an  unfair  recruiting  process,  it  is  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  do  something  that  the  NCAA  is  all  about,  basically,  help 
some  poor  kids  in  need.  I  speak  strongly  in  favor  of  passage  of  85. 

Ronald  J.  Maestri  (University  of  New  Orleans)1  1  am  chair  of  the 
Professional  Sports  Liaison  Committee.  I  would  like  to  clarify  a 
statement  that  was  just  made.  Yes,  we  do  sponsor  summer  baseball 
and  major  league  baseball  provides  funds  through  the  NCAA.  It  is 
monitored  through  the  Professional  Sports  Liaison  Committee.  The 
summer  leagues  are  monitored.  We  are  not  opposed  to  establishing 
leagues  for  young  people,  certainly  for  the  disadvantaged,  but  we  do 
have  a  great  concern  about  the  recruiting  that  is  taking  place  If  we 
are  naive  to  think  it  is  not  happening  at  that  early  age,  we  have  been 
told  that  is  different. 

We  are  concerned  about  our  member  institutions.  If  it  can  be  han¬ 
dled  in  a  proper  way,  come  to  our  committee  in  a  better  form  than  it 
is  now  in  the  book,  we  would  be  acceptable  to  it. 

Leila  M.  Calkins  (Western  State  College  of  Colorado).  I  support 
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Proposal  No.  85  on  its  merits,  but  also  because  of  Western  State  Col¬ 
lege’s  familiarity  with  the  Howard  H.  Calloway  Foundation,  which  is 
the  major  sponsoring  foundation  for  opportunity  through  base  a  . 

The  Howard  H.  Calloway  Foundation  is  a  small  private  foundation 
exempt  under  Section  501-3-CO  of  the  internal  Revenue  Service 
codes.  As  a  small  foundation,  the  Howard  H.  Calloway  Foundation 
has  made  a  practice  of  choosing  its  projects  carefully  in  order  to  have 
a  major  impact  with  minimal  amount  of  money.  In  1987,  Western 
State  College  of  Colorado  was  having  difficulty  maintaining  the  qual¬ 
ity  and  quantity  of  students.  The  Calloway  Foundation  on  its  own 
without  any  prompting  from  the  college,  recognized  the  problem  and 
acted  with  innovation,  insight  and  effectiveness. 

The  Calloway  Foundation  began  a  scholarship  program  tor  stu¬ 
dent  leaders  throughout  the  state  of  Colorado.  These  students  were 
selected  by  Western  State  College  based  on  strict  criteria  established 
by  the  foundation.  As  a  result  of  this  scholarship  program,  340  stu¬ 
dent  leaders  from  all  over  Colorado  have  attended  Western  State 
They  have  brought  a  standard  of  excellence  to  the  college  that  would 
have  been  hard  to  achieve  without  the  scholarships  and  have  con¬ 
tributed  to  what  is  now  a  growing  enrollment  and  a  reinvigorated 
program.  The  scholarship  program  acted  as  a  catalyst  to  help  us  over 

a  difficult  time.  _  ,  ^  TJ  ,  „ 

With  opportunity  through  baseball,  I  feel  that  the  Howard  H.  Cal¬ 
loway  Foundation  sees  another  need,  the  need  for  low-income, 
inner-city  youngsters  to  find  an  alternative  to  drugs  and  gangs 
through  the  sport  of  baseball  The  foundation  wants  to  be  a  catalyst 
that  will  spur  others  to  help  solve  the  problems  m  similar  ways.  1 

urge  your  support  of  Proposal  No.  85.  t 

H.  Frank  Leftwich  Jr.  (Tuskegee  University):  I  would  like  to  rise 
in  support  of  Proposal  85  because  it  is  important  to  give  opportuni¬ 
ties  to  low-income  children  attending  sports  camps.  There  is  general 
agreement  that  participation  in  organized  sports  builds  self-esteem, 
self-reliance,  discipline  and  encourages  young  people  to  stay  in 

school.  .  , 

Sports  camps  are  on  NCAA  campuses  all  across  the  country  every 
summer.  The  camps,  for  the  most  part,  are  well  run  and  a  positive 
experience  for  young  people  who  attend  them.  But  these  camps  are 
only  available  to  youngsters  whose  parents  can  afford  to  attend 
them.  One  university  was  contacted  and  was  asked  why  they  did  not 
have  any  minority  students  in  their  camp?  The  response  was  they 
can't  afford  to  pay  it  This  totally  eliminates  the  at-risk,  low-income 
young  men  and  women  who  most  need  this  positive  experience.  Who 
better  to  provide  this  experience  than  a  nonprofit  foundation,  a  ioun* 
dation  that  is  in  no  way  controlled  by  the  influence  or  controlled  by 
the  NCAA  institution  or  professional  sports  organization,  a  founda¬ 
tion  with  a  long  and  distinguished  history  of  using  innovative  pro¬ 
grams  to  help  meet  particular  needs? 

We  all  know  there  are  many  other  sports  camps  throughout  the 
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country.  No  questions  are  raised  about  these  camps  because  the 
campers  have  their  expenses  paid  by  their  families.  The  problem  ex¬ 
ists  because  foundations  want  to  pay  expenses  for  low-income  young¬ 
sters,  thereby,  giving  something  of  value  that  might  make  them  a 
professional.  Let’s  face  the  facts.  The  camps  are  good,  they  are  need¬ 
ed  and  they  are  popular  with  thousands  of  youngsters  whose  families 
cannot  afford  to  pay  the  expenses. 

They  are  most  needed  in  the  inner-cities.  There  are  very  few  low- 
income  or  minority  people  attending  these  camps  simply  because 
their  families  cannot  afford  it.  Someone  ought  to  be  allowed  to  give 
low-income  children  the  same  opportunities  that  will  be  afforded  to 
children  that  have  everything.  If  it  is  not  a  charitable  foundation, 
who  should  it  be?  I  submit  that  the  charitable  foundation  under  care¬ 
ful  crafted  safeguards  can  provide  the  necessary  support  on  Proposal 
No.  85. 

[Proposal  No.  85  (Page  A- 109)  was  adopted.] 

Amateurism— Professional  Basketball  Draft 

Charles  S.  Harris  (Arizona  State  University):  On  behalf  of  the 
sponsoring  institutions,  the  Pacific- 10  Conference,  I  move  Proposal 
No.  86. 

[The  motion  was  seconded,] 

The  intent  of  this  proposal  is  to  rescind  existing  legislation  that  al¬ 
lows  a  student-athlete  to  enter  the  professional  basketball  draft  pro¬ 
vided  they  declare  an  intent  to  return  to  the  institution  within  30 
days. 

It  is  the  view  of  the  conference  that  this  legislation,  although  well- 
intended  at  the  time  it  was  passed,  is  unworkable  in  the  context  of 
other  NCAA  legislation.  Specifically,  the  progress  rule  and  the  pre¬ 
sumption  that  athletes  will  not  engage  in  athletics  during  this  period 
of  time.  I  would  add  that  this  proposal  was  discussed  at  length  at  the 
National  Association  of  Basketball  Coaches  Association’s  Forum  in 
the  fall  of  1994  and  it  was  overwhelmingly  approved.  I  urge  your 
support. 

Larry  R.  Gerlach  (University  of  Utah):  On  behalf  of  the  Council 
and  the  Professional  Sports  Liaison  Committee,  I  speak  in  opposition 
to  Proposal  No  86.  Current  legislation  permits  a  student-athlete  in 
the  sport  of  basketball  a  one-time  opportunity  to  determine  his  mar¬ 
ket  value  by  standing  for  the  NBA  draft  without  automatically  losing 
intercollegiate  athletics  eligibility. 

Adopted  last  January  with  the  support  of  the  National  Association 
of  Basketball  Coaches,  this  legislation  is  now  opposed  on  the  basis  of 
as  yet  unfounded  fears  and  suspicions.  A  review  of  the  experience  of 
last  June’s  NBA  draft  revealed  no  noticeable  increase  in  the  number 
of  underclassmen,  12,  declaring  for  the  draft.  No  evidence  of  in¬ 
creased  efforts  by  agents  or  runners  to  persuade  players  to  enter  the 
draft,  no  indication  of  inappropriate  use  of  agents  by  athletes  who 
entered  the  draft,  no  negative  consequences  of  athletes  returning  to 
their  teams,  and  no  additional  recruiting  complications. 
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On  the  contrary,  the  initial  draft  experience  shows  that  the  legisla¬ 
tion  has  had  its  intended  positive  effect.  Two  athletes  who  entered 
the  draft  subsequently  returned  to  school  and  are  now  both  complet¬ 
ing  their  education  and  competing  for  their  teams. 

Hypothetical  problems  and  inconveniences  should  not  deny  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  the  basic  right  to  make  informed  decisions  about  their 
economic  and  educational  futures.  This  legislation  should  be  allowed 
to  run  at  least  through  a  full  calendar  year  and  be  amended  or  re¬ 
scinded,  only  in  light  of  quantifiable  evidence  of  negative  conse¬ 
quences.  Rescission  at  this  time  is  premature.  I  urge  your  defeat  of 
Proposal  No.  86. 

James  Haney  (National  Association  of  Basketball  Coaches):  It  is 
very  true  that  the  NABC  really  was  the  motivating  force  behind  this 
proposal.  This  body  did  approve  it  a  year  ago.  I  think  that  to  pick  up 
on  some  of  the  comments  that  were  just  made,  it  was  disruptive,  it 
did  create  problems.  A  coaches  group  that  was  overwhelmingly  in 
support  of  this  kind  of  proposal  turned  about  180  degrees  within 
three  months  after  realizing  that  as  well-intentioned  it  was,  it  was 
just  not  working. 

McKinley  Boston  (University  of  Minnesota,  Twin  Cities):  We 
were  one  of  the  institutions  that  was  affected  from  this  particular 
piece  of  legislation.  Everything  was  done  in  a  manageable  way,  but  it 
created  a  very  difficult  situation  for  our  team.  It'was  a  very  difficult 
situation  for  our  coach  It  was  a  very  difficult  situation  for  our  insti¬ 
tution.  It  required  an  extreme  amount  of  work  with  our  compliance 
office.  It  required  continual  communication  with  the  young  man  all 
through  the  summer  as  well  as  his  parents.  This  particular  legisla¬ 
tion,  while  I  think  it  is  well-intended,  the  intangibles  in  trying  to 
make  it  work  require  a  tremendous  amount  of  work  and  effort  and 
trust  for  everyone  involved.  Our  basketball  coach,  who  was  the  bene¬ 
ficiary  of  this  legislation,  strongly  opposes  it. 

James  E.  Delany  (Big  Ten  Conference):  On  behalf  of  the  majority 
of  the  Big  Ten  institutions,  we  oppose  the  legislation,  although  we  re¬ 
spect  Jim  Haney  and  McKinley  Boston,  and  McKinley  had  a  first¬ 
hand  experience.  The  NBA  does  not  like  the  legislation.  We  know  the 
coaches  don’t  like  this  legislation. 

‘  The  student-athletes  who  we  have  interacted  with  through  the 
student-athlete  advisory  committees  of  our  institutions  and  our  con¬ 
ference  clearly  support  it.  It  seems  to  us  that  if  we  are  going  to  err 
this  year,  we  ought  to  err  on  the  part  of  the  side  of  the  student-ath¬ 
lete  and  give  the  system  a  chance  to  work. 

Ronald  J.  Maestri  (University  of  New  Orleans)*  Let  me  clarify. 
First  of  all,  in  the  NBA  and  the  NFL,  a  student-athlete  must  declare 
for  the  draft  by  a  written  agreement.  That  renders  he  or  she  immedi¬ 
ately  ineligible. 

Last  year  at  this  time  that  student-athlete  did  not  have  the  choice 
of  returning  to  school.  By  passing  this  piece  of  legislation,  it  allows 
the  student-athlete  to  have  a  choice  to  return  to  finish  his  education. 
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In  light  of  student-athlete  access  and  welfare,  we  think  it  is  a  good 
piece  of  legislation. 

[Proposal  No.  86  (Page  A-l  10)  was  defeated.] 

Women  s  Championships — Minimum  Sponsorship  Requirements 

Anthony  F.  Ceddia  (Shippensburg  University  of  Pennsylvania):  1 
would  like  to  move  Proposal  No  105. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.! 

Ladies  and  gentlemen,  I  would  ask  your  support  of  Proposal  No 
105  It  deals  with  women’s  championships  and  minimum  sponsor¬ 
ship  requirements.  I  think  the  intent  of  this  proposal  is  very  clear 
considering  the  restructuring  before  us  as  well  as  the  potential  of 

new  members  joining  the  NCAA.  . 

It  would  be  imperative  to  continue  the  womens  championships  as 
they  now  exist  in  several  sports,  even  if  they  would  fall  below  the 
minimum  40-institution  requirement.  I  would  also  suggest  to  the 
membership  that  we  are  committed  to  gender  equity.  Eliminating 
women’s  championships  puts  a  hardship  on  those  sports  and  has  a 
direct  impact  on  the  participation  rates  on  our  respective  campuses. 

I  fully  understand  the  Executive  Committee’s  motivation  in  not  sup¬ 
porting  this  proposal. 

Their  decision,  I  believe,  is  an  economic  one.  We,  as  the  members, 
can  now  make  a  “values-clarified”  decision  by  supporting  105.  On  be¬ 
half  of  the  women  athletes  who  would  benefit  from  this  over  time,  I 
am  convinced  that  those  women’s  championships  now  threatened 
will  be  saved  because  of  increased  participation  by  member  institu¬ 
tions.  Therefore,  I  urge  your  support  of  Proposal  No.  105. 

Joan  C.  Cronan  (University  of  Tennessee,  Knoxville):  On  behalf 
of  the  Executive  Committee,  1  urge  you  to  defeat  Proposal  No.  10d. 
This  proposal  would  permit  Division  II  field  hockey  championships 
to  continue  through  1998-99  despite  the  fact  that  this  sport  is  spon¬ 
sored  by  only  22  institutions. 

You  will  recall  that  in  the  1992  Convention  the  membership  adopt¬ 
ed  a  proposal  to  permit  establishment  of  championships  in  Division 

II  field  hockey,  men’s  lacrosse  and  men’s  ice  hockey,  despite  the  fact 

these  sports  were  sponsored  by  only  22,  27  and  13  institutions,  re¬ 
spectively.  It  was  the  intent  of  the  Division  II  Steering  Committee,  as 
expressed  to  the  Executive  Committee,  that  these  events  would  be 
subject  to  the  existing  legislation.  The  Executive  Committee  proceed¬ 
ed  to  adopt  championship  policies  that  we  had  heard  the  member¬ 
ship  wanted.  .  ...  ..  ,  , 

Number  one,  that  the  Association’s  resources  should  be  allowed  to 
fund  championships  in  a  manner  that  reflects  the  memberships  own 
priorities.  Two,  the  overall  championship  program  should  provide  eq¬ 
uitable  opportunities  for  men  and  women.  Three,  that  it  is  appropri¬ 
ate  to  have  a  minimum  sponsorship  requirement  to  obtain  a  champi¬ 
onship.  Four,  that  once  adjustments  are  made  in  the  championship 
programs  to  reflect  these  sentiments,  every  effort  should  be  made  to 
distribute  as  much  revenue  to  the  institutions  as  possible. 
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The  Executive  Committee  developed 
of  minimum  sponsorship  and  propos  #\ese  reasons,  we  believe 
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time  to  allow  for  sponsorship  numbers  to  be  effective.  This  motion 
extends  to  existing  championships  for  women  a  moratorium  on  the 
discontinuation  for  the  same  four-year  period  as  exceptions  were 
made  for  the  emerging  sports  for  women  last  year.  The  two  circum¬ 
stances  are  slightly  different,  but  the  result  is  the  same,  to  support  a 
commitment  to  gender  equity  made  by  this  Association  in  1994. 

In  the  short  term,  the  practical  result  of  passage  of  No.  105  would 
be  to  save  the  Division  II  field  hockey  championship.  Many  members 
supporting  this  legislation  are  doing  so  figuring  the  irony  of  the  situ¬ 
ation,  which  would  have  the  first  championship  lost  after  the  gender- 
equity  Convention  be  a  women’s  championship.  At  the  same  time,  let 
me  reiterate  our  position.  We  don't  believe  saving  women’s  champi¬ 
onships  is  a  loftier  goal  than  saving  men’s  championships.  We  be¬ 
lieve  it  is  evident  that  this  legislation  is  not  counter  to  the  reform 
agenda  nor  does  this  fly  in  the  face  of  cost  containment. 

It  certainly  is  squarely  in  the  realm  of  student-athlete  welfare. 
The  fact  that  the  Presidents  Commission,  the  NCAA  Council  and  the 
Divisions  II  and  III  Steering  Committees  have  taken  no  position  in 
opposing  this  legislation  is  evidence  of  the  broad  support  in  many 
areas  of  the  membership  and  encourages  us  that  member  institu¬ 
tions  should  feel  free  to  use  their  judpnent  and  compassion  to  sup¬ 
port  a  piece  of  legislation  that  is  consistent  with  the  values  of  mem¬ 
ber  institutions.  Opposition  to  the  motion  comes  from  the  fact  that 
when  ratios  are  set  and  numbers  are  crunched,  the  championship  is 
either  maintained  or  lost.  Shouldn’t  we  have  the  flexibility  when 
flexibility  is  warranted?  There  are  objectives  of  the  Association, 
other  than  the  present  championship  ratios,  which  are  consistent 
with  this  legislation. 

A  few  years  ago,  the  Association  took  action  designed  to  enhance 
Division  II.  In  the  specifics  of  at  least  this  one  championship,  this 
legislation  is  consistent  with  that  objective.  Last  year,  the  Associa¬ 
tion  took  action  designed  to  ensure  gender  equity.  This  legislation  is 
consistent  with  that  objective.  This  year,  the  Association  is  acting  to 
reaffirm  its  support  for  the  principles  of  concern  for  the  welfare  of 
student-athletes.  This  legislation  has  no  other  objective.  This  motion 
provides  a  safety  net  for  all  women’s  championships  for  the  next  four 
years  as  institutions  endeavor  to  make  gender  equity  a  reality  and 
as  the  Association  restructures  itself. 

The  passage  of  this  proposal  is  in  keeping  with  numerous  objec¬ 
tives  stated  by  this  Association.  The  cost  to  the  Association  is  truly 
minimal,  but  the  benefits  of  student-athletes,  whose  championships 
are  given  another  chance  for  survival,  is  immeasurable.  This  assem¬ 
bly  has  cast  many  votes  that  indicated  sensitivity  to  student-athlete 
welfare.  I  ask  you  to  cast  one  more  in  favor  of  Proposal  No.  105. 

Patricia  Viverito  (Gateway  Football  Conference):  As  chair  of  the 
NCAA  Committee  on  Women’s  Athletics,  I  promise  to  be  brief.  The 
Committee  on  Women’s  Athletics  is  in  support  of  the  arguments 
raised  by  the  sponsors  of  this  proposal  and  believes  that  there  is 
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merit  in  using  the  proposal  moratorium  period  to  review  the  status 
of  all  emerging  and  endangered  sports.  The  committee  urges  sup- 

P°Marjorie  A.  Trout  (Millersville  University  of  Pennsylvania):  1 
support  a  moratorium  on  championships  regardless  of  whether  we 
are  talking  about  a  National  Championship  or  this  particular  cham 

P1°I  served  on  the  Council  and  the  championships  committee  when 
the  decision  was  made  to  have  field  hockey  fade  out.  This  was  prior 
to  the  decision  being  made  on  restructuring.  I  think  our  women  ath¬ 
letes  and  all  athletes  should  be  given  the  benefit  of  the  doubt  and 

proceed  with  the  championships  at  this  time 

P  Jenepher  P.  Shillingford  (Bryn  Mawr  College):  As  a  member  of 
the  NCAA  Field  Hockey  Committee  and  the  restructuring  commit¬ 
tee  I  urge  your  support  of  No  105  for  several  reasons.  The  potential 
for  additional  teams  for  women’s  championships  as  a  result  of  gen¬ 
der-equity  solutions  has  already  occurred.  Add  to  that  the  restruc¬ 
turing  of  the  Association  and  a  possible  influx  of  NAIA  schools,  and  I 
believe  a  moratorium  as  outlined  in  Proposal  No.  105  is  the  most  eq- 

uitable  path  to  follow.  .  ~  .  tT 

Allow  me  to  offer  some  background  specifically  on  the  Division  II 
Field  Hockey  Championship,  which  will  cease  to  exist  without  pas¬ 
sage  of  No.  105.  The  cost  of  this  championship  is  a  modest  *y>UUU. 
Presently,  as  indicated  by  my  good  colleague  from  Tennessee,  22  in- 
stitutions,  with  an  additional  three,  we  believe,  coming  this  a  , 

"’^president  of  the  United  States  Field  Hockey  Association,  I  can 
assure  you  that  the  sport  is  alive,  it  is  well,  and  it  is  growing. 

Finally  with  all  due  respect  to  the  championships  committee  ana 
to  the  Executive  Committee,  who  indeed  did  complete  an  intensive 
study  on  sports  sponsorship,  I  believe  that  times  have  changed.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  many  of  you,  as  we  have  already  indicated,  remember  that 
this  championship  just  a  few  short  years  ago  came  into  being  as  part 
of  the  enhancement  package  for  Division  II.  Thus,  1  believe  Proposal 
No  105  would  give  a  jeopardized  women  s  sports  program  the  same 
time  frame  for  development  as  we  have  extended  to  emerging  sports 
Surely,  this  is  the  wisest  and  the  most  equitable  path  to  follow  I  seek 

vour  support  for  Proposal  No.  105. 

President  Crowley:  Thank  you.  I  don’t  wish  to  quash  any  debate 
on  this  motion,  but  simply  to  remind  the  delegates  of  the  ever-pre¬ 
sent  possibility  that  defeat  can  be  snatched  from  the  jaws  of  victory. 
With  that  in  mind,  I  go  to  Microphone  No .16. 

Ronald  E.  Zwierlein  (Bowling  Green  State  University):  I  call  for 

the  question. 

(The  motion  was  seconded  and  approved. J 
[Proposal  No.  105  (Page  A-131)  was  adopted.] 

Robert  Baird  (University  of  Bridgeport):  I  move  that  all  debate 
on  the  remaining  items  be  limited  to  five  minutes. 
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[The  motion  was  seconded. 1 

President  Crowley:  That  motion  is  undebatable.  Do  I  under¬ 
stand  correctly  that  every  subsequent  motion  on  our  agenda  would 
be  limited  to  a  total  of  five  minutes?  Is  that  correct?  For  each  side, 
for  each  speaker  or  for  the  total  debate?  That  is  just  to  be  sure  we 
are  clear  on  you  intent 

Mr.  Baird:  A  total  of  five  minutes,  sir. 

President  Crowley:  On  all  of  them  or  each  one? 

Alan  J.  Hauser  (Appalachian  State  University):  A  point  of  order. 
What  vote  would  it  take  to  pass  this? 

President  Crowley:  It  will  take  a  two-thirds  majority.  The  mo¬ 
tion  again,  which  is  nondebatable,  is  that  each  of  the  items  on  the 
agenda  would  be  limited  to  a  total  of  five  minutes  of  debate. 

[The  motion  was  defeated.] 

Championships  Criteria— Minimum  Sponsorship  Exception 

William  Byrne  (University  of  Nebraska,  Lincoln):  On  behalf  of 
the  sponsors,  I  move  Proposal  No.  104. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.  1 

Proposal  No.  104  will  extend  the  moratorium  on  the  discontinua¬ 
tion  of  NCAA  championships  in  the  1996-97  academic  year  The  ra¬ 
tionale  that  we  heard  earlier  on  the  debate  for  No.  105  on  the  cutoff 
of  these  championships  seems  to  fall  into  three  categories. 

First,  if  we  have  less  than  40  schools  sponsoring  the  sport,  there 
must  be  a  lack  of  quality  in  the  championship.  Secondly,  the  expens¬ 
es  to  the  Association  must  be  increased  or,  third,  since  the  Associa¬ 
tion  has  already  made  up  its  mind,  we  can't  ever  reconsider  anything 
that  we  have  ever  done.  Let’s  look  at  those  three  arguments  Isn  t  the 
lack-of-quality  rationale  debatable?  If  we  applied  that  throughout 
sports  today,  we  wouldn’t  have  the  Super  Bowl  because  there  are 
only  28  NFL  teams.  We  certainly  would  not  have  a  World  Series,  de¬ 
spite  the  strike,  and  we  wouldn’t  have  an  NBA  championship. 

Let  me  give  you  an  example  of  the  “quality”  argument.  We  hosted 
the  championships  in  gymnastics.  These  are  elite  athletes.  They  are 
the  best  of  the  very  best.  The  championships  that  we  held  in  Lincoln 
were  like  hosting  Olympic  Games.  The  very  best.  As  far  as  the  ex¬ 
pense  to  the  Association,  last  year  according  to  the  NCAA  informa¬ 
tion  we  received,  there  was  about  $100,000  in  expenses  for  the 
NCAA  Gymnastic  Championships  That  is  less  than  $3,000  per  spon¬ 
soring  school.  I  promise  you  if  we  pass  this  legislation  this  year,  next 
year  I  will  be  back  to  sponsor  legislation  asking  each  sponsoring 
school  to  pay  the  expenses  for  the  championship.  I  have  talked  to  my 
colleagues  who  currently  sponsor  those  sports.  That  means  there  will 
be  no  expense  to  the  Association. 

Last,  as  far  as  the  opinion  that  has  already  been  expressed,  if 
there  were  no  chance  to  ever  reconsider  opinions  that  we  have  ex¬ 
pressed  in  the  NCAA,  we  wouldn’t  have  to  hold  these  Conventions. 
We  do  reconsider  things.  Isn’t  this  the  year  of  student-athlete  wel¬ 
fare?  One  of  the  things  about  why  we  enjoy  our  job  is  we  get  to  pro¬ 
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vide  opportunities  for  young  people.  Let’s  continue  to  do  that. 

M.  James  Bensen  (Bemidji  State  University):  I  urge  you  to 
strongly  consider  passing  this  motion  under  the  consideration  that 
there  are  a  number  of  decisions  and  changes  that  are  currently  un¬ 
derway  with  the  NCAA,  including  restructuring,  governance,  federa¬ 
tion.  institutions  participating  in  programs  m  more 
sion,  new  members  coming  in,  many  institutions  being  ca  g 
situations  that  leave  no  alternative  but  to  drop  sports  if  this 

eTstrongly  urge  passage  of  No.  104.  1  believe  that  we  need  to  sub¬ 
scribe  to  the  philosophy  of  meeting  the  needs  of  our  student-athlete^ 
maximizing  participation  and  supporting  championships  a  the  new 
and  many  details  of  the  current  activities  having  to  do  with  gover 

naitenneth0AkFdreet(Mid-Eastern  Athletic  Conference):  On  behalf  of 
the  Executive  Committee,  I  rise  to  speak  against  the  adoption  of  Pro¬ 
posal  No.  104.  This  proposal  would  extend  the  moratorium  on 
discontinuation  of  the  National  Collegiate  Championships  ttat  f&n 
below  the  required  minimum  sponsorship  numbers  in  the  1997-98 

aC  Specific fy,  it  would  continue  the  National  Collegiate  Men’s  Gym- 
nasties  Championships,  which  are  to  be  discontinued  after  the  1995 
championships.  I  wilf  not  repeat  the  h.stoncal  perspective  provided 
by  Joan  Cronan,  but  the  principles  she  outlined  pertained to  this 
proposal  as  well.  The  sport  of  men’s  gymnastics  has  not  met  the  min¬ 
imum  sponsorship  requirements  for  nine  years  It  is  now  sponsored 
by  33  institutions,  involving  fewer  than  500  student-athletes.  First 
would  like  to  emphasize  that  the  Executive  Committees  position  is 
not  one  of  opposition  to  opportunities  for  student-athletes,  rather  i 
is  based  on  a  desire,  expressed  by  the  membership  at  last  year  s  Con¬ 
vention,  to  reallocate  the  Association’s  resources  and  support  the 

sports  sponsored  by  the  greatest  number  of  members. 

The  issue  at  stake  here  is  not  one  of  gender  equity,  finances  or  op 
portunit.es,  it  is  a  question  of  whether  this  Association  should  have  a 
minimum  requirement  for  the  conduct  of  a  championship.  The  Exec¬ 
utive  Committee  believes  that  it  should  be  based  on  the  response  o 
the  membership  to  these  questions  last  year.  Supporters  of  Proposal 
No  104  point  to  the  link  between  Olympic  and  collegiate  athletics 
and  say  that  the  NCAA  has  a  responsibility  to  preserve  the  sport  for 
this  reason.  While  the  NCAA  may  receive  some  benefit  from  colle- 
aiate  Olympians,  the  Association’s  purpose  is  to  serve  the  collegiate 
fClunHy in  defining  ,ts  m.e.ion  the  NCAA  ha,  been  c.r.fu  not 
to  overstep  its  bounds  and  encroach  upon  the  responsibilities  of  the 
national  governing  bodies  that  oversee  the  training  and  development 
of  the  elite-level  athletes.  I  emphasize  that  this  position  should  not 
be  interpreted  as  opposition  to  opportunities  for  student-athletes 
On  the  contrary,  the  Executive  Committee  has  expanded  the  num¬ 
ber  of  championship  opportunities  by  more  than  1,600  participants 
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in  the  past  two  years.  It  also  supports  the  legislation  on  this  agenda 
to  establish  a  new  Division  I  Women’s  Golf  Championships  and 
would  also  support  legislation  that  we  anticipate  will  be  submitted 
by  the  membership  in  the  1996  Convention  to  establish  two  new 
championships  in  men  and  women’s  crew.  Opposition  comes  from  de¬ 
voting  the  Association’s  resources  to  sports  that  are  experiencing 
growth,  thus  reflecting  the  membership’s  priorities,  but  at  the  same 
time  not  compromising  the  amount  of  revenue  that  is  distributed  to 
the  membership.  On  behalf  of  the  Executive  Committee,  we  urge 
your  defeat  of  Proposal  No.  104. 

Ferdinand  A.  Geiger  (Ohio  State  University):  Ohio  State  is  the 
host  of  the  1995  NCAA  Men’s  Gymnastics  Championship  and  we  fer¬ 
vently  hope  that  it  is  not  the  last.  We  have  created  in  emerging 
sports  a  very  important  and  laudable  step.  I  think  it  is  consistent 
that  we  go  carefully  and  thoughtfully  before  we  terminate  a  champi¬ 
onship  that  has  been  held  for  many,  many  years  in  an  honorable  and 
very  elite  way. 

We  have  always  in  this  Association  encouraged  broadly  based  pro¬ 
grams.  I  think  we  should  never  retreat  from  that  principle.  I  think 
there  is  no  incremental  cost  in  continuing  an  ongoing  championship. 
1  think  it  is  clear  that  the  Association  can  afford  to  support  the 
championship.  I  urge  your  support  of  Proposal  No.  104. 

Edward  Leland  (Stanford  University):  I  rise  in  support  of  No. 
104.  According  to  my  calculations,  if  the  three  championships  that 
would  be  saved  by  the  passage  of  104  were  indeed  cancelled,  it  would 
cost  each  member  institution  approximately  $100  out  of  a  $166  mil¬ 
lion  dollar  budget  of  the  NCAA.  So  I  hope  we  don’t  retreat  from  one 
of  our  primary  purposes,  which  is  to  provide  championship  opportu¬ 
nities. 

Peter  Vidmar  (National  Association  of  Collegiate  Gymnastics 
Coaches,  Men):  1  am  also  a  former  NCAA  Olympic  champion,  if  you 
care  at  5  p.m.  I  will  be  brief.  I  urge  you  to  vote  uyes”  on  No.  104. 
This  is  not  a  gymnastics  issue.  It  is  a  minor-sport  issue  that  affects 
the  very  soul  of  this  organization. 

Your  membership  still  produces  the  finest  male  gymnasts  in  the 
country.  Over  90  percent  of  our  national  team  every  year  comes  from 
your  programs.  You  have  heard  of  the  quality  of  the  NCAA  champi¬ 
onships  every  year.  This  year  at  the  NCAA  championships  the  quali¬ 
ty  will  be  the  highest  of  any  previous  championship  in  terms  of  levels 
of  performances.  Ladies  and  gentlemen,  fewer  schools  does  not  imply 
a  lower  quality  product.  Some  days  you  are  admonished  to  adhere  to 
your  core  values  whenever  facing  a  difficult  decision.  This  is  a 
tremendous  opportunity  to  prove  that  you  are  what  you  profess  to  be, 
that  not  only  do  intercollegiate  athletics  follow,  but  that  you  really 
believe  in  your  mission  statement  to  initiate,  stimulate  and  improve 
programs  for  student-athletes. 

Only  eight  months  ago,  USA  Gymnastics  agreed  to  aggressively 
aid  collegiate  mens  gymnastics  m  recruiting  situations  that  concern 
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many  of  you.  This  relationship  produced  positive,  concrete  results. 
We  must  have  this  extension  to  accomplish  this.  These  last  few  days 
you  have  dealt  with  many  issues  involving  practice  schedules  and 
players-of-the-week  awards.  This  is  about  a  sports  very  right  to  exist 
and  to  provide  opportunities  for  young  people.  This  issue  is  exactly 
about  welfare,  access  and  equity.  It  is  about  opportunities  for  32, OOU 
young  men  training  and  competing  today  in  gymnastics,  who  deserve 
the  same  chance  to  advance  through  the  college  athletics  experience. 

Our  sport  and  the  other  sports  involved  in  this  issue  deserve  this 
chance.  In  fact,  you  deserve  a  product  like  that  which  we  produced 
for  56  years— student-athletes  who  personify  everything  that  is  good 
about  higher  education  and  athletics  achievement.  Please  vote  yes 

on  No.  104.  ,  _  TT  . 

Bridget  Niland  (Student- Athlete  Advisory  Committee/State  Uni¬ 
versity  of  New  York  at  Buffalo):  The  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Com¬ 
mittee  strongly  urges  the  support  of  Proposal  No.  104.  Although  our 
committee  is  of  the  consensus  that  there  should  be  a  standard  in 
place  in  order  to  maintain  the  legitimacy  of  a  national  championship, 
in  this  specific  instance  we  feel  that  a  two-year  extension  is  in  order 
This  specific  instance  warrants  this  extension,  providing  that  within 
the  two-year  period,  the  sports  m  jeopardy  refocus  their  attention  to 
generating  self-supporting  revenues  to  meeting  the  40-percent-  mora- 
torium  limit.  We  feel  that  because  of  the  emphasis  originally  placed 
on  the  exception  that  the  programs  were  not  able'to  combat  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  declining  numbers. 

This  extension  wilt  allow  them  a  final  opportunity  to  do  so.  A  two- 
year  extension  is  a  final  opportunity  for  the  programs  involved.  We 
feel  that  it  is  a  just  and  reasonable  measure.  In  addition,  we  feel  that 
it  is  important  to  point  out  to  the  membership  that  the  continuation 
of  these  national  championships  would  not  have  any  effect  on  the  es¬ 
tablishment  of  any  new  national  championships.  Thank  you  for  your 
time.  We  urge  you  all  to  support  Proposal  No.  104. 

Robert  E.  Hartwell  (Adelphi  University):  I  rise  and  ask  you  to 

support  this  proposal.  r  . 

There  are  a  couple  of  points  we  would  like  to  make.  The  first  is 
that  all  student-athletes  must  abide  by  eligibility  and  compliance 
rules,  whether  there  is  a  championship  or  not.  We  feel  strongly  that 
if  these  student-athletes  are  abiding  by  all  of  the  rules,  following  the 
rules  and  doing  well,  that  they  should  have  the  opportunity  to  play 
in  a  championship.  Secondly,  we  are  aware  of  regionalization  of  cer¬ 
tain  sports.  In  the  Northeast,  we  have  two  sports— ice  hockey  and 
lacrosse— where  students  coming  up  through  a  high-school  system 
participate  in  these  sports  and  come  to  our  institutions  to  play. 

We  recruit  these  student-athletes  and  treat  them  as  we  do  all 
other  athletes  who  have  an  opportunity  to  participate  m  champi¬ 
onships.  We  would  like  these  athletes  to  have  the  same  opportunity. 
We  certainly  feel  that  they  should  by  right  have  this  opportunity.  So, 
we  urge  you  to  support  this  proposal. 
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[Proposal  No.  104  (Page  A- 130)  was  adopted.] 

National  Collegiate  Division  I  Champlonships-~Wo  men’s  Golf 

Frank  R.  Windegger  (Texas  Christian  University)’  On  behalf  of 
the  Executive  Committee,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  106. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  Association  now  conducts  a  National  Collegiate  Golf  Champi¬ 
onship  for  which  members  of  all  three  member  divisions  are  eligible. 
The  number  of  institutions  sponsoring  women's  golf  has  increased 
from  143  to  221  institutions,  nearly  50  percent  in  the  past  four  years. 

It  is  to  the  point  where  there  are  sufficient  numbers  to  establish  a 
separate  Division  I  championship  and  maintain  the  existing  Nation¬ 
al  Collegiate  Championships  for  Divisions  II  and  III  institutions.  The 
adoption  of  Proposal  No.  106  would  result  in  the  establishment  of 
one  additional  championship  effective  in  the  spring  of  1996.  The  Ex¬ 
ecutive  Committee  has  determined  that  if  a  new  championship  is 
adopted,  the  field  size  will  be  96  individuals.  The  Divisions  II  and  III 
championships  would  have  a  field  size  of  60  individuals  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Men’s  and  Women’s  Golf  Committees.  The  cost  to  the 
Association  is  estimated  at  $85,000,  money  that  the  Executive  Com¬ 
mittee  believes  will  be  well  spent  to  provide  more  competitive  oppor¬ 
tunities  in  the  sport  that  is  experiencing  growth  at  the  collegiate 
level  On  behalf  of  the  Executive  Committee,  we  ask  your  support  for 
Proposal  No.  106. 

[Proposal  No.  106  (Page  A-132)  was  adopted.] 

Emerging  Sports  For  Women 

Mary  Jo  Warner  (George  Washington  University):  On  behalf  of 
the  Council,  I  move  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  108. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  adoption  of  this  proposal  will  provide  a  phase-in  period  to  per¬ 
mit  institutions  to  bring  emerging  women’s  sports  into  full  compli¬ 
ance  with  NCAA  legislation  at  a  gradual  pace.  Delaying  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  some  legislation  for  up  to  two  years  will  provide  institutions 
an  opportunity  to  promote  and  increase  participation  by  female  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  in  the  emerging  sports  by  initially  lessening  the  re¬ 
strictions  on  these  programs.  I  urge  its  adoption. 

[Proposal  No.  108  (Page  A-133)  was  adopted.  1 

Voting  Methods — Mail  Ballot 

Richard  J.  Ensor  (Metro  Atlantic  Athletic  Conference):  On  be¬ 
half  of  the  sponsors,  I  move  Proposal  No  109. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.  1 

As  many  of  the  votes  have  shown  us  the  last  two  days,  there  is  a 
need  to  expedite  some  of  the  process  of  this  Convention.  The  spon¬ 
sors  of  this  legislation  believe  that  a  mail-vote  system  could  do  that. 
However,  given  the  restructuring  debate  that  is  currently  going  on 
and  the  deliberations  of  the  special  committee  reviewing  restructur¬ 
ing,  the  sponsors  of  this  legislation  would  like  to  refer  it  to  that  com¬ 
mittee. 

[The  motion  to  refer  Proposal  No.  109  (Page  A- 135)  to  the  Over- 
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Sight  Committee  on  NCAA  Membership  Structure  was  seconded 

and  approved.]  , 

Leaislative  process— Effective  Date  of  Amendments 
David  V.  Thompson  (Atlantic  Coast  Conference):  °n  behalf  of  ail 
members  of  the  Atlantic  Coast  Conference,  I  move  Proposal  No  1 

Tases  This  proposal  would  reduce  much  of  the  controversy  a^d  con- 
^^^t-athfetes^ro^pects6  and°boosters  regardiTTg  ba^c^le^Sattve 

helpful  legislation.  1  urge  you  to  support.it  and  1  ca  q 

tl0n‘ (Proposal  No.  110  (Page  A-137)  was  adopted.]  ( 

Agreements  with  Representatives  of  the  Institution  s 
Athletics  Interests 

Roy  Kramer  (Southeastern  Conference)-  On  behalf  of  the  spon¬ 
sors,  I  move  Proposal  No.  111. 

AsTresuh'of  several0  recent 'infractions  cases,  we  have  had  legal 
actions  against  some  institutions  as  a  result  of  the  required  actions 
.  institutional  representatives,  actions  required  by  NCAA  leg 
Nation  This piece  of  legislation  simply  requires  a  statement  to  be 

positive  step  to  protect  the  institution  I  urge  its  approval. 

P  IProDosal  No  111  (Page  A-138)  was  adopted.] 

imrdfwlhlv^ 

elect  another  president  ^ ^ 

treasurer,  need  “inform  you  m  the  event  that  there  is 

through  the  remaining  proposals  on  our  Convention  agenda  When  I 
k™ toe,  MSI.  wllf  g<T to  the  brief  committee  reports,  the 
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tion,  and  then  we  will  do  Nos.  112  and  113.  Then  the  gavel  will  be 
turned  over.  Then  we  will  end  this  Convention. 

COMMITTEE  REPORTS 

President  Crowley:  We  need  to  interrupt  the  legislative  agenda 
in  order  to  elect  new  members  of  the  sports  committees  and  the 
Council  and  have  the  report  of  the  Men’s  and  Women’s  Committee  on 
Committees.  The  chair  is  Gary  Cunningham  of  Fresno  State  and 
Bernadette  McGlade  from  Georgia  Institute  of  Technology  who  will 
have  a  report. 

[Note:  The  delegates  heard  the  reports  of  the  Men’s  and  Women’s 
Committees  on  Committees  and  the  Nominating  Committee.  The 
delegates  approved  the  slate  of  candidates  presented  by  the  Nom¬ 
inating  Committee.] 

PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 

Infractions  Appeals 

Robert  E.  Williams  (Swarthmore  College):  On  behalf  of  the 
Council,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  112. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  is  consistent  with  the  principles  of  greater  federa¬ 
tion  The  Divisions  II  and  III  Steering  Committees  believe  that  ap¬ 
peals  related  to  major  infractions  cases  involving  members  of  those 
divisions  should  be  considered  by  the  respective  steering  committees. 
The  Infractions  Appeals  Committee,  which  currently  has  the  respon¬ 
sibility  and  authority  to  consider  such  cases,  consists  primarily  of  Di¬ 
vision  I  members.  This  proposal  will  help  to  ensure  that  appeals  are 
considered  by  a  committee  that  can  better  appreciate  the  division- 
specific  issues  that  exist  in  many  infractions  cases. 

Further,  this  proposal  avoids  additional  expense  and  bureaucracy 
since  the  steering  committees  are  already  in  existence  to  carry  out 
this  new  responsibility.  I  urge  your  adoption 

tParts  A,  D  and  F  of  Proposal  No.  112  (Page  A- 139)  were  adopt¬ 
ed.  Parts  B  and  C  were  adopted  in  a  common/divided  vote  by  Di¬ 
visions  I,  II  and  III.] 

Sports  Committees  With  Playing  Rules  and 
Championships  Responsibilities 

Don  J.  DiJuIia  (St.  Joseph’s  University,  Pennsylvania):  On  behalf 
of  the  Executive  Committee,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  113 
and  encourage  limited  debate. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  is  the  result  of  a  study  of  the  championships  pro¬ 
gram  over  the  last  three  years  by  the  Executive  Committee.  When 
this  topic  was  addressed  during  this  review,  there  was  strong  sup¬ 
port  from  the  membership  for  increasing  the  number  of  administra¬ 
tors  on  sports  committees. 

Adoption  of  this  proposal  would  increase  from  25  to  50  percent  the 
minimum  number  of  athletics  administrators  required  to  serve  on 


376 


1995  Convention  Proceedings 


sports  committees.  It  is  applicable  to  all  three  divisions  and  applies 
to  team  sports  only,  not  individual  sports.  The  committee  believes 
that  this  will  provide  a  greater  balance  of  viewpoints  and  adminis¬ 
trative  expertise  as  well  as  somewhat  more  objective  involvement  in 
the  selection  process  on  sports  committees.  We  do  not  think  a  similar 
increase  in  the  administrative  requirement  for  the  individual-team 
sports  is  necessary  m  view  that  most  of  the  qualifications  in  those 
championships  are  done  through  qualifiers,  not  objective  data  deci¬ 
sion-making.  On  behalf  of  the  committee,  we  urge  your  support. 

R.  Bruce  Allison  (Colorado  School  of  Mines):  I  don’t  stand  op¬ 
posed  to  this  proposal,  but  I  have  a  concern.  There  are  three  or  four 
committees  that  have  combined  rules  plus  championship  responsibil¬ 
ities.  I  understand  that  this  addresses  that.  There  are  two  or  three  of 
those  committees  that  are  very  small  in  number.  I  do  express  a  con¬ 
cern  about  having  50  percent  of  those  committees  made  up  of  admin¬ 
istrators  who  have  no  experience  in  playing  the  game.  I  am  con¬ 
cerned  about  the  rules  and  the  follow  through  in  terms  of  future 

[Proposal  No.  113  (Page  A-144)  was  adopted  in  a  common/divid¬ 
ed  vote  by  Divisions  I,  II  and  III.] 

CLOSING  REMARKS 

President  Crowley:  I  would  ask  before  turning  this  gavel  over  to 
President  Corrigan  that  the  delegates  leave  your  voting  paddles, 
your  electronic  voting  units,  the  ever-popular  plastic  stands  at  the 
end  of  the  rows;  and  any  silverware  you  may  have  picked  up  from 
the  hotel  along  the  way. 

I  would  like  to  also,  if  I  may,  have  your  attention  just  for  a  minute 
to  express  my  own  appreciation  at  the  privilege  of  having  served  as 
your  president  these  last  two  years. 

[The  delegates  extended  a  prolonged  rising  ovation.] 

Thank  you  very  much.  I  really  do  appreciate  that  I  would  like  to 
thank  all  those  who  have  helped  me  over  these  two  years.  Thanks  to 
all  of  them. 

I  take  great  pride  and  pleasure  now  in  turning  over  the  gavel  to 
the  new  president  of  our  Association,  Mr,  Eugene  Corrigan.  (Ap¬ 
plause)  .  , 

President  Corrigan:  Joe,  you  are  the  best  apprentice.  Thank  you 
so  much.  I  think  it  is  a  good  time  to  end  the  meeting.  I  will  see  you 
next  year. 

[The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  5:35  p.m.l 
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NO.  1  (NO,  2-3,  BBUG  TESTING  CONSENT  FORM 


Legislative  Proposals 


the  drug-testing  consent  form  prior  to  the  institutions  first 
scheduled  competition. 

A.  Constitution:  Amend  3. 2. 4. 6.1,  page  11,  as  follows. 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  votel 
“3. 2. 4. 6.1  Administrative  Requirements  —  Divisions  I  and  II.  In 
Divisions  I  and  II  sports  in  which  the  Association  conducts 
year-round  drug  testing,  the  consent  form  shall  be  adminis¬ 
tered  individually  to  student-athletes  each  academic  year  at  the 
time  the  intercollegiate  squad  first  reports  for  practice  or  prior 
to  the  Monday  of  the  institution’s  fourth  week  of  classes, 
whichever  date  occurs  first.  In  those  sports  in  which  the  As¬ 
sociation  does  not  conduct  year-round  drug  testing,  the 
form  shall  be  administered  individually  to  each  student- 
athlete  prior  to  the  institution’s  first  scheduled  intercol¬ 
legiate  competition.  Failure  to  sign  the  consent  form  by  the 
deadline  shall  result  in  the  student-athlete’s  ineligibility  for 
practice  or  competition  until  the  student-athlete  has  signed  the 
form.  Failure  to  complete  and  sign  the  form  prior  to  practice  or 
competition  shall  result  in  the  student-athlete’s  ineligibility  for 
participation  in  all  intercollegiate  athletics.  The  consent  form 
shall  be  kept  on  file  in  the  office  of  the  director  of  athletics,  and 
such  file  shall  be  available  for  examination  upon  request  by  an 
authorized  representative  of  the  NCAA.” 

[Remainder  of  3. 2. 4. 6.1  unchanged.] 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.1.4. 1,  page  133,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote] 

“14.1.4.1  Content  and  Purpose,  Each  academic  year  the  student- 
athlete  shall  sign  a  form  prescribed  by  the  Council  in  which  the 
student  consents  to  be  tested  for  the  use  of  drugs  prohibited  by 
NCAA  legislation.  Failure  to  complete  and  sign  the  consent  form 
prior  to  practice  or  competition  in  Divisions  I  and  II  sports  in 
which  the  Association  conducts  year-round  drug  testing 
and  prior  to  competition  in  all  other  sports  in  Divisions  I,  II 
and  D'vision  III  shall  result  in  the  student-athlete’s  ineligibility 
for  participation  (i.e.„  practice  and  competition)  in  all  intercolle¬ 
giate  athletics  (see  also  3. 2.4. 6).” 

[Remainder  of  14.1.4.1  unchanged. J 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  to  Study  Rules  Federa¬ 
tion  By  Sport). 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995, 

Rationale:  Currently,  the  Association  conducts  year-round  drug  test¬ 
ing  only  m  the  Divisions  I  and  II  sport  of  football  and  in  Division 
I  track  and  field.  For  student-athletes  involved  in  other  sports, 
the  only  drug  testing  the  NCAA  will  administer  will  occur  during 
NCAA  championship  play.  Allowing  student-athletes  in  these 
other  sports  to  engage  in  practice  activities  pnor  to  signing  the 
drug-testing  consent  form  would  greatly  reduce  the  admimstra- 
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tive  burden  of  this  legislation  without  impeding  its  strength. 

Action:  Nos.  1  through  11  were  adopted  as  a  consent  package. 

NO.  2  (NO.  2-4)  NCAA  COMPLIANCE  FORMS 

Intent1  To  permit  institutions  to  complete  and  maintain  NCAA 

plianceVms  on  campus  and  eliminate  the  requirement  that 
these  forms  be  sent  to  the  national  office. 

A.  Constitution:  Amend  3.2.4  by  adding  new  3.2.4.13,  page  12,  as 

follows:  .  , 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  votel  . 

“3  2  4  13  Compliance-Related  Forms.  A  memberinstitti- 
tion  shall  not  be  eligible  to  enter  a  team  or  individual 
competitors  in  an  NCAA  championship  unless  its .f 
executive  officer  makes  an  annual  institutional  eligibility 
certification  [see  18.4.2.1-(d)l  attesting  that  the  condi¬ 
tions  specified  have  been  satisfied. 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  18.4.2.1,  pages  332-333,  as  follows: 

[General  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote]  . 

“18  4  2  1  General  Institutional  Requirements.  To  be  e  igi  e  o 
enter  a  team  or  an  individual  in  NCAA  championship  competi¬ 
tion,  an  institution  shall: 

[18.4.2. l-(a)  through  18.4.2.1-(c)  unchanged.] 

“fdl  Certify  through  its  chief  executive  officer  on  a  form  »P‘ 
proved  by  the  Council,  the  institution  s  compliance  with 
NCAA  legislation.  The  certification  shall  be  received  m  the  na- 
JSfii Completed  not  later  than  September  15  Any  cert,,, 
cation  received  after  mat  date  shall  be  postmarked  not  later  thar 
(see  30.3  for  details  about  information  required  on  the  certi 

fication  form);” 

[Remainder  of  18.4.2.1  unchanged.] 

C.  Bylaws:  Amend  30.3,  page  407,  as  follows: 

[General  provision,  all  divisions,  common  votej 
“30  3  CERTIFICATION  OF  COMPLIANCE 

“A  member  institution  shall  not  be  eligible  to  enter  a  team  or  in¬ 
dividual  competitors  in  an  NCAA  championship  unless  its  chief 

executive  officer  makes  an  annual  institutional  eligibility  cert 
catmn  [see  18  4.2  l-(d)]  attesting  that  the  conditions  specified 
be  ow  have  been  satisfied.  The  certification  shall  be  ^ed  -n  ae 
nadonal  office  completed  not  later  than  September  15  Any  certification 
received  after  that  date  shall  be  postmarked  not  later  than  September  8. 

[Remainder  of  30.3  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Council. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale  This  change  will  further  the  principle  of  maintaining 
compUance-^ated  functions  at  the  institutional  and  conference 
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levels  whenever  possible.  Collection  of  certification-of-comph- 
ance  forms  involves  a  significant  time  commitment  by  national 
office  staff  members  for  several  weeks  each  fall,  with  what  ap¬ 
pear  to  be  limited  benefits  (i.e.,  verification  that  the  forms  are 
being  completed). 

Action:  See  No.  1 

NO  3  (NO.  2-12)  REPORT  OF  ATHLETICALLY 
RELATED  INCOME 

Intent:  To  permit  an  institution’s  chief  executive  officer  to  grant  gen¬ 
eral  nrior  written  approval  for  an  athletics  department  stalt 
member  to  receive  income  that  does  not  exceed  $500  per  event 
for  any  athletically  related  activity  (as  opposed  to  only  for  speak¬ 
ing  engagements,  camps  or  clinics). 

Bylaws:  Amend  11.2.2.1,  page  55,  as  follows. 

[ Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote] 

“11  2  2  1  Speaking  Engagement/Camp  or  Clinic  Participation  Prior  Ap- 
proval  For  Institutionally  Determined  Limited  Amount  of 
Income.  It  is  permissible  for  an  institution’s  chief  executive  offi¬ 
cer  to  grant  general  prior  written  approval  for  a  staff  member  to 
receive  income  that  does  not  exceed  an  institutionally  deter¬ 
mined  nominal  amount  (not  to  exceed  $500)  for  speaking  engage¬ 
ments  or  for  participation  m  a  camp  or  clinic  participation  in  any  athleti¬ 
cally  related  activity.  A  detailed  accounting  of  all  such  income 
shall  be  provided  annually  in  writing  by  the  staff  member  to  the 
chief  executive  officer.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  to  Study  Rules  Federa¬ 
tion  By  Sport). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  This  legislation  confirms  an  official  interpretation.  Ex¬ 
pansion  of  the  opportunity  for  prior  general  written  approval  re¬ 
lated  to  relatively  small  amounts  of  income  reduces  the  adminis¬ 
trative  burden  related  to  tracking  requests  prior  to  their 
occurrence.  A  detailed  accounting  of  all  of  these  interactions  is 
still  mandated  by  the  legislation;  however,  such  an  accounting 
may  occur  subsequent  to  the  event. 

Action:  See  No.  1 

NO  4  (NO.  2-31)  RECRUITING  —  EVALUATIONS 
SUBSEQUENT  TO  SIGNING 

intent:  To  permit  an  institution  to  evaluate  a  prospect  an  unlimited 
number  of  times  subsequent  to  the  calendar  day  on  which  the 
prospect  signs  a  National  Letter  of  Intent  or  the  calendar  day  on 
which  the  prospect  signs  the  institution  s  written  offer  of  admis¬ 
sion  and/or  financial  aid  (for  those  institutions  that  do  not  uti¬ 
lize  the  National  Letter  of  Intent). 

Bylaws:  Amend  13. 1.9  by  adding  new  13.1.9.10,  page  96,  as  follows: 
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[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote] 

“13.1.9.10  Evaluations  Subsequent  to  National  Letter  of  In¬ 
tent  Signing  or  Other  Written  Commitment.  Subsequent 
to  the  calendar  day  on  which  a  prospect  signs  a  National 
Letter  of  Intent,  there  shall  be  no  limit  on  the  number  of 
evaluations  by  the  institution  with  which  the  prospect 
has  signed.  For  an  institution  that  does  not  utilize  the  Na¬ 
tional  Letter  of  Intent,  there  shall  be  no  limit  on  the  num¬ 
ber  of  evaluations  with  the  prospect  subsequent  to  the 
calendar  day  of  the  prospect’s  signed  acceptance  of  the  in¬ 
stitution’s  written  offer  of  admission  and/or  financial  aid.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council,  all  members  of  the  Great  Midwest  Confer¬ 
ence  and  Loyola  University  (Illinois). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale  Coaches  do  not  attend  an  event  to  view  a  prospect  that 
already  has  committed  to  the  institution;  however,  that 
prospect’s  involvement  in  the  event  could  preclude  coaches  from 
having  the  opportunity  to  recruit  other  prospects.  This  is  partic¬ 
ularly  important  in  light  of  the  restriction  of  two  evaluations  in 
football  and  basketball.  This  legislation  will  complement  the 
current  legislation,  which  allows  unlimited  contacts  and  phone 
calls  after  a  prospect’s  signed  commitment  to  the  institution. 

Committee  Position  (Recruiting  Committee):  The  committee 
voted  to  support  this  proposal. 

Action:  See  No.  1. 

NO  5  (NO.  2-55)  FULL-TIME  ENROLLMENT  AND  SATIS¬ 
FACTORY-PROGRESS  REQUIRE¬ 
MENTS  —  LEARNING-DISABLED  AND 
HANDICAPPED  STUDENT-ATHLETES 

Intent:  To  permit  the  Academic  Requirements  Committee  to  waive 
the  12-hour  enrollment  requirement  and  satisfactory-progress 
requirements  when  objective  evidence  demonstrates  that  the  in¬ 
stitution  has  defined  full-time  enrollment  for  a  learning-disabled 
or  handicapped  student-athlete  to  be  less  than  12  hours  to  ac¬ 
commodate  for  the  student’s  learning  disability  or  handicap. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.1.6.2.2.2,  page  134,  as  follows: 

IFederated  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  votel 
“14  1  6. 2. 2. 2  Waivers.  Waivers  may  be  granted  to  the  minimum 
12-semester-  or  12-quarter-hour  enrollment  as  follows: 
[14.1.6.2.2.2-(a)  and  14. 1.6.2.2.2-(b)  unchanged.] 

“(c)  Learning-Disabled  and  Handicapped  Student-Ath¬ 
letes.  The  NCAA  Academic  Requirements  Committee 
may  waive  the  12-hour  requirement  for  a  learning- 
disabled  or  handicapped  student-athlete  when  objec¬ 
tive  evidence  demonstrates  that  an  institution  de¬ 
fines  full-time  enrollment  for  that  student-athlete  to 
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be  less  than  12  hours  to  accommodate  for  the  stu¬ 
dent’s  learning  disability  or  handicap.” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.4.3  by  adding  new  14.4.3.8,  page  157,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote] 

“14.4.3,8  Waiver  —  Learning-Disabled  and  Handicapped 
Student-Athletes.  The  NCAA  Academic  Requirements 
Committee  may  waive  the  general  satisfactory-progress 
requirements  for  a  learning-disabled  or  handicapped  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  when  objective  evidence  demonstrates  that 
the  institution  has  defined  full-time  enrollment  for  that 
student-athlete  to  be  less  than  12  hours  to  accommodate 
for  the  student’s  learning  disability  or  handicap.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Academic  Requirements  Committee) 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  This  proposal  will  help  to  ensure  that  the  administration 
of  the  Association’s  full-time  enrollment  and  satisfactory- 
progress  requirements  is  consistent  with  the  Americans  with 
Disabilities  Act  (ADA).  The  Association’s  legal  counsel  and  the 
Office  of  Civil  Rights  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Education 
recommend  its  adoption. 

Action:  See  No.  1. 

NO.  6  (NO.  2-67)  TWO-YEAR  NONPARTICIPATION 
EXCEPTION  —  DIVISION  III 

Intent:  To  permit  Division  III  transfer  student-athletes  to  use  the 
two-year  nonparticipation  exception  to  the  transfer  residence  re¬ 
quirement. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.5.5.3  7,  page  163,  as  follows. 

[Division  III  only] 

“14.5.5.3.7  Two-Year  Nonparticipation  Exception.  The  stu¬ 
dent  transfers  to  the  certifying  institution  from  another 
four-year  college  and,  for  a  consecutive  two-year  period  im¬ 
mediately  prior  to  the  date  on  which  the  student  begins 
participation  (practice  and/or  competition),  the  student  has 
neither  practiced  nor  competed  in  the  involved  sport  in  in¬ 
tercollegiate  competition,  or  has  neither  practiced  nor 
competed  in  organized  noncollegiate  amateur  competition 
while  enrolled  as  a  full-time  student  in  a  collegiate  institu¬ 
tion.  This  two-year  period  does  not  include  any  period  of 
time  prior  to  the  student’s  initial  collegiate  enrollment.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council,  all  members  of  the  Wisconsin  State  Univer¬ 
sity  and  Wisconsin  Women’s  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conferences. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  There  are  cases  where  a  student-athlete  does  not  meet 
the  current  Division  III  transfer  exceptions  and  meets  the  two- 
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the  curren^prOTessto  receive  a  wa.ver  based  upon  these  c.rcum- 

CommUtee  Position  (Eligibility  Committee):  The  committee 
took  no  position  on  this  proposal. 

Action:  See  No.  1. 

NO.  7  (NO.  2-80)  HEARING 

OPPORTUNITY 

“sslssstiis? 

Bylaws-  Amend  15.3.5.1,  pages  190-191,  as  follows. 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 

demic  year  and  who  has  ellS\  y  .  pr|vious  academic 

whicr  the 

mmmsm 

[Remainder  of  15.3  5.1  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Legislative  Review  Committee). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  This  proposal  a 

year. 

Action:  See  No.  1. 

NO.  8  (NO.  2-128)  REASON "" " 

Intent:  To  eliminate  the  "W™?' ‘ NCAA  nXK 

Bylaws:  Amend  18.7.3,  page  335,  as  follows: 

[Division  I-A  football  only! 
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“18  7  3  Eligibility  Rules.  The  eligibility  rules  governing  individu- 
al  nlrtidoation  and  drug  usage  shall  be  as  demanding  for  par- 
HnnantsTn  oostseason  bowl  games  as  those  governing  participa- 
NCAA ^championships.  To  attest  to  the  eligibility  of  its 
student-athletes  (in  conformity  with  this  paragraph),  each  ins 
tution  selected  or  qualified  for  a  postseason  game  shall  be  required 
L  meet  the  certification-of-eligibility  requirements  set 

forth  in  14.10  and  30.11. 

‘7a)  Complete  and  properly  dispute,  to  the  naUonal  office  and  the  .nsutufion's  oppo¬ 
nent! NCAA  certiUcation-ol-eUgibihty  forms  within  one  week  after  receipt  of  sue 
forms,  and 

“(b)  Ensure  that  the  forms  are  received  by  the  national  office  not  later  than  ours 
pnor  to  the  postseason  football  game 
[Remainder  of  18.7.3  unchanged.] 

Source.  NCAA  Council  (Special  Events  Committee). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale*  Bylaws  18.7.3-(a)  and  18.7  3-(b)  require  institutions  to 
submit  a  certification-of-eligibility  form  for 

ticinating  in  postseason  bowl  games  and  require  that  the  form 
be  received  at  the  national  office  not  later  than  48  hours  prior  to 
[he  contest.  This  requirement  duplicates  the  procedures  used  or 
regular-season  competition  set  forth  in  Bylaws  14.10  and  30.11. 
Thus  it  is  not  necessary  to  require  that  institutions  rep 
process  related  to  eligibility  for  bowl  games. 

Action:  See  No  1. 

NO.  9  (NO.  2-137)  DIVISION  II  BASEBALL  COMMITTEE 
Intent:  To  increase  the  size  of  the  Division  II  Baseball  Committee 
from  six  to  eight  members. 

Bylaws- Amend  21 .6.3,  page  393,  as  follows: 

(Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  votej 
“21.6.3  Baseball  Committee,  Division  II.  The  Division  II  Base- 
bali  Committee  shall  consist  of  six  eight  members. 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Executive  Committee). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale  This  legislation  will  permit  the  Division  II  Baseball 
Committee  to  fulfill  its  responsibilities  more  effectively  and  to 
provide  more  representation  for  the  Division  II  membership. 

Action:  See  No.  1 

NO  10  (NO.  2-138)  MEN’S  AND  WOMEN’S  GOLF 
COMMITTEE 

I  *.>„*.  Tn  mrrea«e  the  Divisions  II  and  III  representation  on  the 
wLln’s  subcommittee  of  the  Men’s  and  Women’s  Golf  Commit- 
tee  from  one  to  two  representatives  from  each  division. 
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Bylaws:  Amend  21.6.16,  page  394’ as; vote) 

[Common  provision,  all  ,  ’  ,  The  Men’s  and 

“21.6.16  Golf  Committee,  Men  s  and  W  memberS]  includ- 

Women’s  Golf  Committee  shall  consist  otja  members  from  D 

ing  nine  members  fron?  f®  Division  III  and  one  member 
sion  II,  four  five  i}iel]nbe*  mbers  shall  represent  men’s  golf  in- 
elected  at  large.  Twelvfe  ™e^^s70®  I  and  three  each  from  D.vi- 
terests,  including  sixfioni  represent  womens  golf 

sions  II  and  Son  1,  one  two  each  from  Di¬ 

visions  n  and  III ,  and  one  elected  at  large. 

[Remainder  of  21.6.16  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Executive  Committee). 

ss:  to  pro,,de  mor‘ rep 

tion  for  Divisions  II  and  III. 

“moTuNO^M,  WOMEN'S  SOCCER  COMMUTE 

Intent:  To  .ncr.ae.  the  »»  »f  the  NCAA  Women'.  Soccer  Cotem.ttee 
from  12  to  16  members. 

Byl“S  Com- 

“21  6.23  Soccer  Committee,  ^m  -  including  six  eight  mem- 

meters  from  Division  II  and 

three  four  members  from  Division  I  ■ 

Source-  NCAA  Council  (Executive  Committee). 

'' e^tionfor  the  member,),, p. _ 

Presidents  Commission  Grouping 

The  Presidents  Commission  design cled  'i ^fease  note  thJ mclu - 
als  for  placement  at  tins  ^  not  'constitute  a  position  by 

sion  of  a  proposal  in  this  g r™Pthe8pr0p0sal;  rather,  the  proposals  are 
the  Commission  for  PR  lhal  they  areofparticu- 

placed  here  because  the  Commission  proposals  officially 

Plar  Merest  to  chief  executive  f^ntip  with  an  asterisk  before 
sponsored  by  ^Comrms^  ^  q/so  [he  Commission  designated  all 

%%pZ°S^^‘n‘forroU-caUv°K‘  _ _A.9 
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*N0.  12  (NO.  2-1)  PRINCIPLES  OF  STUDENT- ATHLETE 
WELFARE 

Intent:  To  incorporate  into  the  constitution  these  principles  related 
to  student-athlete  welfare. 

Constitution:  Amend  2.2,  page  3,  as  follows: 

(Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote,  roll  call] 

“2.2  THE  PRINCIPLE  OF  STUDENT-ATHLETE  WELFARE 
“Intercollegiate  athletics  programs  shall  be  conducted  in  a  man¬ 
ner  designed  to  protect  and  enhance  the  physical  and  education¬ 
al  welfare  of  student-athletes. 

“2.2,1  Overall  Educational  Experience.  It  is  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  each  member  institution  to  establish 
and  maintain  an  environment  in  which  a  student-ath¬ 
lete’s  activities  are  conducted  as  an  integral  part  of 
the  student-athlete’s  educational  experience. 

“2.2.2  Cultural  Diversity  and  Gender  Equity.  It  is  the 
responsibility  of  each  member  institution  to  establish 
and  maintain  an  environment  that  values  cultural  di¬ 
versity  and  gender  equity  among  its  student-athletes 
and  intercollegiate  athletics  department  staff. 

“2.2.3  Health  and  Safety.  It  is  the  responsibility  of 
each  member  institution  to  protect  the  health  of  and 
provide  a  safe  environment  for  each  of  its  participat¬ 
ing  student-athletes. 

“2,2.4  Student-Athlete/Coach  Relationship.  It  is  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  each  member  institution  to  establish 
and  maintain  an  environment  that  fosters  a  positive 
relationship  between  the  student-athlete  and  coach. 
“2.2.5  Fairness,  Openness  and  Honesty.  It  is  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  each  member  institution  to  ensure 
that  coaches  and  administrators  exhibit  fairness, 
openness  and  honesty  in  their  relationships  with  stu¬ 
dent-athletes. 

“2.2.6  Student-Athlete  Involvement.  It  is  the  responsi¬ 
bility  of  each  member  institution  to  involve  student- 
athletes  in  matters  that  affect  their  lives/' 

Source.  NCAA  Council  and  NCAA  Presidents  Commission  (Special 
Committee  to  Review  Student-Athlete  Welfare,  Access  and  Equi¬ 
ty). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale'  The  Special  Committee  to  Review  Student-Athlete  Wel¬ 
fare,  Access  and  Equity  developed  six  basic  principles  related  to 
student-athlete  welfare  to  guide  its  work.  These  principles 
should  be  incorporated  into  the  already-existing  principle  of  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  welfare. 

Action:  Adopted  (796-4,  two  abstentions). 
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*NO>  13  (NO.  2-7) 


INSTITUTIONAL  STUDENT-ATHLETE 
ADVISORY  COMMITTEES 


Intent’  To  require  each  institution  to  establish  a  campus  student- 
athlete  advisory  committee. 

Constitution:  Amend  6.1  by  adding  new  6,1  4,  page  46,  as  follows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote,  roll  call] 

“6.1.4  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee.  Each  institu¬ 
tion  shall  establish  a  student-athlete  advisory  committee 
for  its  student-athletes.  The  composition  and  duties  of 
the  committee  shall  be  determined  by  the  institution.” 

Source*  NCAA  Council  and  NCAA  Presidents  Commission  (Special 
Committee  to  Review  Student-Athlete  Welfare,  Access  and 
Equity). 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  A  recent  survey  conducted  by  the  NCAA  Student-Athlete 
Advisory  Committee  showed  a  growing  interest  in  the  creation 
of  institutional  student-athlete  advisory  committees.  The  estab¬ 
lishment  of  such  committees  at  the  institutional  level  is  an  im¬ 
portant  step  in  enhancing  the  involvement  of  student-athletes  in 
matters  that  affect  their  lives.  This  proposal  will  require  institu¬ 
tions  to  establish  such  campus  committees,  but  will  permit  their 
composition  and  duties  to  be  determined  by  each  institution. 

Action:  Adopted  (760-46,  five  abstentions). 


*NO.  14  (NO.  2-46) 


AWARDS  AND  BENEFITS  — 
ORIENTATION  EXPENSES 


STUDENT 


Intent:  To  permit  an  institution  to  provide  on-campus  expenses  (e.g., 
meals  and  lodging)  for  student-athletes  to  attend  institutional 
orientation  sessions  conducted  for  all  students. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.16.2  by  adding  new  13.16  2.3,  page  119,  as 
follows: 

[Federated  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 

“13.16,2.3  Student  Orientation  Sessions.  An  institution 
may  pay  on-campus  expenses  (e.g.,  meals,  lodging)  for 
prospective  student-athletes  to  attend  institutional  orien¬ 
tation  sessions  conducted  for  all  students.” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  16.12.1  by  adding  new  16.12  1.9,  page  223,  as 
follows: 

[Federated  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 

“16.12.1.9  Student  Orientation  Sessions.  An  institution 
may  pay  on-campus  expenses  (e.g.,  meals,  lodging)  for 
student-athletes  to  attend  institutional  orientation  ses¬ 
sions  conducted  for  all  students.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Divisions  I  and  III  Steering  Committees) 
and  NCAA  Presidents  Commission  (Special  Committee  to  Re¬ 
view  Student-Athlete  Welfare,  Access  and  Equity). 
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Effective  Date:  Immediately 

Rationale:  A  student-athletes  attendance  at  institutional  orienta¬ 
tion  sessions  is  imperative,  inasmuch  as  it  encourages  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete’s  assimilation  into  the  student  body.  The  payment 
of  on-campus  expenses  to  attend  these  sessions  will  help  to  facil¬ 
itate  this  integration. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I  (201-106,  four  abstentions);  defeated 
by  Division  II  (99-127,  one  abstention)  and  Division  III  (11-253, 
five  abstentions). 

NO.  14-1  AWARDS  AND  BENEFITS  —  STUDENT 
ORIENTATION  EXPENSES 

Intent:  To  specify  that  an  institution  may  provide  on-campus  ex¬ 
penses  to  attend  institutional  orientation  sessions  only  for  those 
prospective  student-athletes  who  have  signed  an  athletically  re¬ 
lated  financial  aid  agreement. 

Bylaws:  Amend  Proposal  No  14-A,  13.16.2.3,  as  follows. 

[Federated  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 
"13.16.2.3  Student  Orientation  Sessions.  An  institution  may  pay 
on-campus  expenses  (e  g.,  meals,  lodging)  for  prospective  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  who  have  signed  an  athletically  related  fi¬ 
nancial  aid  agreement  to  attend  institutional  orientation  ses¬ 
sions  conducted  for  all  students.” 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Southland  Conference. 

Rationale1  To  permit  only  a  prospective  student-athlete  who  has 
signed  an  athletically  related  financial  aid  agreement  to  receive 
on-campus  expenses  to  attend  the  general  orientation  session  for 
all  students  is  consistent  with  recent  efforts  to  reduce  operating 
costs  of  intercollegiate  athletics  programs. 

Action:  Withdrawn  in  Division  I;  defeated  by  Division  II  (45-184; 
one  abstention). 

-NO.  15  (NO.  2-68)  ELIGIBILITY  —  ONE-TIME 
TRANSFER  EXCEPTION 

Intent:  To  permit  student-athletes  participating  in  the  sports  of  Di¬ 
vision  I  football,  basketball  and  ice  hockey  to  use  the  provisions 
of  the  one-time  transfer  exception  and  to  specify  that  such  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  who  transfer  during  the  academic  year  shall  not  be 
eligible  at  the  certifying  institution  until  the  conclusion  of  that 
academic  year. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.5.5.3.10,  page  164,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA  Football,  divided  vote, 

roll  call] 

"14.5.5  3.10  One-Time  Transfer  Exception.  The  student  transfers 
to  the  certifying  institution  from  another  four-year  collegiate  in¬ 
stitution  and  all  of  the  following  conditions  are  met: 

“(a)  The  student  fS  a  participant  in  a  sport  other  than  Division  f  basketball  or  Division  I 
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men's  ice  hockey  A  participant  in  Division  I  tootball  may  utilize  this  except, on 
only  if 

u(1)  In  Division  l-A  football,  the  participant  transferred  to  the  certifying  institution 
from  an  institution  that  sponsors  Division  l-AA  football,  or 
“(2)  In  Division  l-AA  football,  the  participant  transferred  to  the  certifying  institu¬ 
tion  from  an  institution  that  sponsors  Division  l-A  football 

“however,  such  a  student  who  transfers  during  the 
academic  year  shall  not  be  eligible  at  the  certifying 
institution  until  the  conclusion  of  that  academic 
year,” 

[Remainder  of  14.5.5.3.10  unchanged.] 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.5.5.4. 10,  page  164.  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“14  5  5  3  10  One-Time  Transfer  Exception.  The  student  transfers 
to  the  certifying  institution  from  another  four-year  collegiate  in¬ 
stitution  and  all  of  the  following  conditions  are  met: 

“(a)  The  student  is  a  participant  in  a  sport  other  than  Division. 
basketball  or  Division  1  men’s  ice  hockey.  A  participant  in  Di¬ 
vision  I  football  may  utilize  this  exception  only  if: 

[Remainder  of  14.5.5.3.10-(a)  unchanged.l  _ 

“(b)  A  student  who  is  a  participant  in  the  sport  of  Division 
I  basketball  or  men’s  ice  hockey  and  who  transfers 
during  the  academic  year  shall  not  be  eligible  at  the 
certifying  institution  until  the  conclusion  of  that  aca¬ 
demic  year.” 

1 14  5.5.3. 10-(b)  through  14  5.5.3. 10-(f)  relettered  as 
14.5.5.3. 10-(c)  through  14.5.5.3.10-(g),  unchanged.l 

Source:  NCAA  Presidents  Commission  (Special  Committee  to  Re¬ 
view  Student-Athlete  Welfare,  Access  and  Equity). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale'  Limiting  the  one-time  transfer  exception  to  certain 
sports  acts  as  a  control  mechanism  for  athletics  department  staff 
members,  as  opposed  to  legislation  that  is  in  the  best  interests  of 
student-athletes.  Allowing  this  exception  to  be  broad-based  in 
nature,  provided  the  remaining  stipulations  are  maintained,  will 
permit  student-athletes  to  make  their  own  choices  related  to 
transfer  situations. 

Action:  Part  A  referred  to  NCAA  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Commit¬ 
tee  by  Divisions  I-A  (99-12)  and  I-AA  (86-27,  one  abstention). 
Part  B  referred  to  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee  by  Divi¬ 
sion  I  (287-33,  one  abstention) 

NO.  16  (NO.  2-75)  FINANCIAL  AID  —  PELL  GRANTS 

Intent:  To  specify  that  a  Pell  Grant  shall  not  be  included  when  de¬ 
termining  the  permissible  amount  of  a  full  grant-in-aid  of  a  stu- 
dent-athlete. 
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A.  Bylaws:  Amend  15.2.4,  pages  184-185,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 
“15.2.4  Government  Grants.  Government  grants  for  educational 
purposes  shall  be  included  when  determining  the  permissible 
amount  of  a  full  grant-in-aid  for  a  student-athlete,  except  for 
those  listed  in  15.2.4  1  and  15.2.4.2. 

“  15  2.4 . 1  Pel!  Grants  A  student-athlete  may  receive  a  Pell  Grant  in  combination 
with  other  institutional  financial  aid,  provided  the  overall  grant  total  does  not  ex¬ 
ceed  the  value  of  a  full  grant-in-aid  plus  $2,400  in  Division  I  institutions  or  $1,500 
,n  Division  H  institutions,  or  the  student-athlete's  cost  of  attendance  per  15  01.7 
(in  Division  I  institutions,  as  determined  by  the  institution’s  regular  financial  aid 
authonty),  whichever  is  less 

[15.2.4.2  renumbered  as  15.2.4.1,  unchanged.] 

“15.2.4.2.1  Exception  —  Pell  Grant.  A  Pell  Grant 
shall  not  be  included  when  determining  the  per¬ 
missible  amount  of  a  full  grant-in-aid  of  a  stu¬ 
dent-athlete.” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  15.2.7.1.1.3,  page  167,  as  follows: 

[Division  1  only,  roll  call] 

“15.2.7.1.1.3  Pell  Grant  Reduction.  If  an  institution  provides  a  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  with  a  full  athletics  grant  during  the  academic 
year  but  is  required  to  reduce  the  grant  m  accordance  with 
15.1.3  (reduction  when  excess  aid  is  awarded)  because  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  is  receiving  additional  Pen  Grant  or  other  noninstitu- 
tional  assistance,  the  institution  may  provide  the  student-ath- 
lete  full  athletically  related  financial  aid  to  attend  the 
institution’s  summer  term.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council;  University  of  Arkansas,  Fayetteville; 
Auburn  University;  University  of  Florida;  University  of  Geor¬ 
gia;  University  of  Kentucky;  Louisiana  State  University;  Uni¬ 
versity  of  South  Carolina,  Columbia;  University  of  Tennessee, 
Knoxville;  Vanderbilt  University,  and  University  of  Wisconsin, 
Madison. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  Pell  Grants  are  awarded  by  the  Federal  government 
without  institutional  input  to  determine  the  recipients.  Students 
who  are  not  athletes  are  eligible  to  receive  all  of  their  Pell  Grant 
even  if  the  Pell  Grant,  in  combination  with  all  other  merit-based 
aid,  is  more  than  the  cost  of  attendance  because  it  is  an  entitle¬ 
ment  grant.  Student-athletes  should  be  treated  in  the  same 
manner.  This  proposal  will  put  institutions  on  a  level  playing 
field  by  eliminating  the  restrictions  on  the  amount  of  Pell  Grant 
moneys  that  can  be  received  by  student-athletes,  which,  under 
current  rules,  vary  by  institution. 

Committee  Position  (Committee  on  Financial  Aid  and  Ama¬ 
teurism):  The  committee  advised  the  sponsors  that  the  proposal 
as  written  is  flawed  in  that  it  appears  to  be  in  conflict  with  Fed- 
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er.l  regulations 

the  staff  to  encourage  the  ponsors  o  mthe  hdraw  it.  The 

to  be  in  line  with  Federal  regulations  or  amendment  to 

*NO.  16-1  FINANCIAL  AID  —  PELL  GRANTS 
intent:  To  establish  a  cap  of  the 

Grant  is  received^n^i^unction  widn  institutional  financial  aid. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  iWW.y 

th°S » j  ^^/^PellGr  a^ts^  Astudent-athlete_  ^may  j^eceive^a 

Pell  Grant  in  cornbination  t  ^  tota,  does  not 

r SS  1HS5SS/5 

«■ 

,  16.8.4.1  renumbered  »  W  ^  ^  ^  M 

Jhfn  determining  the  permute  amount  ol  a  Ml  granted  of  a  student - 
athlete ” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  15.2.7.1.1.3  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“15.2.7.1.1.3  Pell  Grant  Reductto  ^ant  during  the^cldemic 
student-athlete  with  a  full  athletics  grt  a  accordance  with 
year  but  is  required  to  reduce  the  g in  ■ ac  ^  ^ 
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institution’s  summer  term. 

c  NO  A  A  Presidents  Commission  (Special  Committee  to 
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Effective  Date:  of  „tte„d,nce  should  be  pre- 
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conjunction  with  institutional  financial  ai  . 
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Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I  <274-36,  five  abstentions)  and  Divi¬ 
sion  II  197-29,  one  abstention). 

NO  17  (NO.  2-77)  EMPLOYMENT  EARNINGS  — 

DIVISION  I 

Intent'  To  permit  Division  I  student-athletes  to  earn  up  to 

Slfeaj  pwvi^Td^heemstl^ionVathteticT  department 
staff  members  or  representatives  of  its  athletics  interests  are  no 
involved  in  arranging  the  employment. 

Bylaws:  Amend  15.2.6.1,  page  186,  as  follows: 

(Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

;igs2iinE“gesPfr»nml 

recre’sentatives  of  the  institution’s  athletics  interests  are  in 

eral  public.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Minority  Opportunities  and  Interests  Com- 
mittee). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

academic  year.  Student- athletes  should  be  permitted  to  earn  le 

srant-in-aidf  provided  neither  athletics  department  staff  merm 
bers  nor  representatives  of  the  institutions  athletic 
are  involved  in  arranging  the  employment. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  I  (118-199,  eight  abstentions). 

*vrfc  i  g  nvo  2*94)  AWARDS  AND  BENEFITS 
NO- 18  <NO- 1 94)  TRANSPORTATION  EXPENSES 

Tntont-  To  Dermit  an  institution  to  provide  student-athletes  with  rea- 
sonable  local  transportation  associated  with  the  purchase 
ports  the  provision  of  occasional  family  home  meals,  permissible 
incidental  expenses  and  the  NCAA  Special  Assistance  Fund. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  16.9.3,  page  219,  as  follows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote,  roll  call] 
“16.9.3  Passports.  An  institution  may  purchase  passports  lor  its 
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student-athletes  that  are  required  for  travel  in  connection  with  a 
foreign  tour,  and  student-athletes  may  retain  ownership  of  such 
passports.  The  institution  also  may  provide  student-ath¬ 
letes  with  reasonable  local  transportation  to  obtain  such 
passports.” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  16.12.1.6,  page  223,  as  follows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote,  roll  call] 
“16.12.1.6  Occasional  Meals.  A  student-athlete  or  the  entire 
team  in  a  sport  may  receive  an  occasional  family  home  meal 
from  an  institutional  staff  member  or  representative  of  athletics 
interests  under  the  following  conditions: 

[16.12.1.6-(a)  through  16.12.1.6-(b)  unchanged.] 

“(c)  Institutional  staff  members  may  provide  transporta¬ 
tion  to  student-athletes  to  attend  such  meals.  The  institu¬ 
tion  (ora  A  representative  of  </s  the  institution’s  athletics  in¬ 
terests)  may  not  provide  transportation  to  student-athletes 
to  attend  the  meal  function  unless  the  meal  function  is 
at  the  home  of  that  representative.” 

C.  Bylaws:  Amend  16.13.1,  page  224,  as  follows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote,  roll  call] 
“16.13.1  Incidental  to  Participation.  The  Council,  by  a  two-thirds 
majority  of  its  members  present  and  voting,  or  a  committee  des¬ 
ignated  by  the  Council,  may  approve  a  member  institution's  re¬ 
quest  to  provide  additional  expenses,  which  may  include  rea¬ 
sonable  local  transportation,  incidental  to  a  student-athlete’s 
participation  in  intercollegiate  athletics  when  the  information 
presented  persuades  the  Council  that  such  a  waiver  is  warrant¬ 
ed  because  it  may  be  applied  on  the  basis  of  defined,  objective 
standards;  does  not  create  an  unfair  competitive  advantage  for 
the  involved  institution,  and  would  not  compromise  the  intent  of 
the  governing  legislation,” 

D.  Bylaws:  Amend  16.13.2,  page  224,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“16.13,2  Student-Athletes  m  Financial  Need.  A  student-athlete 
may  request  additional  financial  aid  (with  no  obligation  to  repay 
such  aid)  from  a  fund  established  pursuant  to  a  special  financial 
need  program  approved  by  the  Council  to  assist  student-athletes 
with  special  financial  needs.  The  institution  may  provide 
reasonable  local  transportation  in  conjunction  with  fi¬ 
nancial  assistance  approved  under  this  program.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  and  NCAA  Presidents  Commission  (Special 
Committee  to  Review  Student-Athlete  Welfare,  Access  and 
Equity). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  Under  current  legislation,  student-athletes  are  permit¬ 
ted  to  take  part  in  the  activities  listed  in  this  proposal;  however, 
the  provision  of  related  local  transportation  expenses  has  been 
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precluded.  For  example,  NCAA  rules  have  been  criticized  for  al¬ 
lowing  student-athletes  to  receive  an  official  meal  at  the  home  of 
a  staff  member,  but  not  allowing  them  transportation  to  the 
home  of  the  staff  member  to  eat  the  meal.  By  limiting  the  trans¬ 
portation  allowed  to  reasonable,  local  transportation,  this  pro¬ 
posal  will  benefit  student-athletes  without  resulting  in  a  com¬ 
petitive  advantage. 

Action:  Parts  A,  B  and  C  adopted  (770-50,  two  abstentions).  Part  D 
adopted  by  Division  I  (292-33). 

*NO.  19  (NO.  2-95)  BENEFITS— LOCAL  TRANSPORTATION 

Intent:  To  permit  institutional  staff  members  to  provide  reasonable 
local  transportation  to  student-athletes  on  an  occasional  basis. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  16.10.1  by  adding  new  16.10.1.10,  page  220,  as 
follows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote,  roll  call] 

“16.10,1.10  Local  Transportation.  Staff  members  may  pro¬ 
vide  reasonable  local  transportation  to  student-athletes 
on  an  occasional  basis.” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  16.12.1  by  adding  new  16.12.1.7,  page  223, 
renumbering  subsequent  sections,  as  follows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote,  roll  call] 
“16.12.1.7  Local  Transportation.  Staff  members  may  pro¬ 
vide  reasonable  local  transportation  to  student-athletes 
on  an  occasional  basis.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  and  NCAA  Presidents  Commission  (Special 
Committee  to  Review  Student-Athlete  Welfare,  Access  and  Equity). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  There  are  a  number  of  situations  in  which  it  seems  rea¬ 
sonable  for  institutional  staff  members  to  provide  local  trans¬ 
portation  to  student-athletes,  other  than  transportation  related 
to  athletics  practice  and  competition.  This  proposal  would  allow 
staff  members  to  provide  such  transportation  on  an  occasional 
basis.  The  intent  of  this  proposal  is  not  to  allow  member  institu¬ 
tions  to  set  up  shuttle  and/or  van  services  to  provide  transporta¬ 
tion  to  student- athletes. 

Action:  Adopted  (758-50,  four  abstentions). 

NO.  20  (NO.  2-97)  WEEKLY  HOUR  LIMITATIONS  — 

SKILL  INSTRUCTION  —  DIVISIONS  I 
AND  II 

Intent:  In  Divisions  1  and  II,  to  permit  coaches  to  be  involved  in  two 
hours  of  skill-related  instruction  per  week  involving  not  more 
than  two  student-athletes  in  any  one  activity  during  the  permis¬ 
sible  eight  hours  of  countable  athletically  related  activities  that 
may  occur  outside  the  playing  season. 
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Bylaws:  Amend  17.1.5.2,  page  233,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 

“17  15  2  Weekly  Hour  Limitations  —  Outside  of  Playing 
Outside  of  the  playing  season,  only  a  student-athlete's  participa- 

§jSggSP=SBSS 

a  maximum  of  eight  hours  per  week. 

[Remainder  of  17.1.5.2  unchanged.] 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Atlantic  Coast  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

SJJM  combined  witha  mini- 

•  avenue  for  skill  development.  .  . 

(Nos.  22  and  24)  fail. 

Action:  Withdrawn  in  Divisions  1  and  II. 

No.  21  (no.  w  i 

AND  II 

ISIiiilS 

the  student-athletes  request  the  instruction. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.02.1.2.1,  page  229,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  1  and  II,  divide  vote,  ro  ca 

*,7  02  12.1  Divisions  I  and  II  Safety  Exception  A  coach  maybe  present  during  volun- 

dividual's  workouts: 
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“(a)  Fencing  —  when  the  student-athlete  uses  fencing  equipment; 

“(b)  Gymnastics  —  When  the  student-athlete  uses  gymnastics  equipment; 

“(c)  Rifle  —  When  the  student-athlete  is  shooting; 

“(d)  Skiing  —  When  the  student-athlete  is  engaged  in  skiing; 
u(e)  Swimming  and  diving  —  When  the  student-athlete  is  engaged  in  swimming  and 
diving ; 

“(f)  Track  and  field  —  When  the  student-athlete  is  engaged  in  field  events, 

“(g)  Water  polo  —  When  the  student-athlete  is  engaged  in  water  polo,  and 

“(h)  Wrestling  —  In  Division  I  only,  when  the  student-athlete  is  engaged  in  wrestling” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.02. 1.1,  pages  227-228,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 
“17.02.1.1  Countable  Athletically  Related  Activities.  The  follow¬ 
ing  are  considered  countable  athletically  related  activities  and 
must  be  counted  in  the  weekly  or  daily  time  limitations  specified 
under  17.1.5.1  for  Divisions  I  and  II: 

[17.02.1.1-(a)  through  17.02. l.l-(d)  unchanged.! 

“(e)  In  Divisions  I  and  II,  participation  outside  the  insti¬ 
tution’s  declared  playing  season  in  individual  skill-re¬ 
lated  instructional  activities  with  a  member  of  the 
coaching  staff  and  that  occur  at  the  request  of  the 
student-athlete,  except  as  set  forth  in  17*02.1.2.2.” 
f  1 7.02. 1. l-(e)  through  17.02.1.1-(k)  relettered  as  17.02. l,l-(f) 
through  17.02. l.l-(l),  unchanged.] 

C.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.1.5.2,  page  233,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call  ] 
“17.1.5.2  Weekly  Hour  Limitations  —  Outside  of  Playing  Season. 
Outside  of  the  playing  season,  only  a  student-athletes  participa¬ 
tion  in  the  countable  athletically  related  activities  specified  in 
17.02. l.l-(c),  and  17.02. l.l-(d),  and  17.02.1. l-(e)  shall  be  permit¬ 
ted.  A  student-athlete’s  participation  in  such  activities  shall  be 
limited  to  a  maximum  of  eight  hours  per  week,  of  which  not 
more  than  four  hours  per  week  may  be  spent  on  individu¬ 
al,  skill-related  instruction  set  forth  in  17.02. 1.1 -(e)  and 
17.1.5.2.1. 

“17.1.5.2.1  Skill  Instruction.  Participation  in  individu¬ 
al  skill-related  instruction  is  permitted  outside  the 
institution’s  declared  playing  season,  provided  no 
more  than  three  student-athletes  from  the  same  team 
are  involved  in  any  one  activity  simultaneously  and 
the  student-athletes  request  the  instruction.” 

[17.1.5.2.1  renumbered  as  17.1.5.2.2,  unchanged] 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Big  Ten  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  The  sponsors  feel  the  current  safety  exception  does  not 
properly  address  situations  in  which  a  coach  is  allowed  to  be 
present  during  a  student-athlete’s  workout.  In  addition,  it  could 

1995  Convention  Proceedings 


A-20 


be  argued  that  all  sports  can  present  a  case  for  extending  the 
“safety”  exception  to  allow  coaches  to  be  present.  This  proposal 
intends  to  legitimize  a  student- athlete’s  access  to  coaching  in¬ 
struction.  It  also  protects  the  student- athlete’s  time  by  limiting 
the  hours  and  the  number  of  student-athletes  who  may  be  in¬ 
volved  with  a  coach.  To  ensure  that  this  does  not  result  in  in¬ 
creased  time  demands  for  student-athletes,  the  adoption  of  this 
proposal  also  would  eliminate  the  current  safety  exceptions. 

Committee  Position  (Council  Subcommittee  on  Playing  and 
Practice  Seasons):  The  subcommittee  took  no  position  on  this 
proposal. 

Action:  Withdrawn  in  Divisions  I  and  II. 

NO.  22  (NO.  2-98)  WEEKLY  HOUR  LIMITATIONS  — 

SKILL  INSTRUCTION  —  DIVISIONS  I 
AND  II  SPORTS  OTHER  THAN 
FOOTBALL 

Intent:  In  Divisions  I  and  II  sports  other  than  football,  to  permit 
coaches  to  be  involved  in  two  hours  of  skill-related  instruction 
per  week  involving  no  more  than  three  student-athletes  in  any 
one  activity  during  the  permissible  eight  hours  of  countable  ath¬ 
letically  related  activities  that  may  occur  outside  the  playing 
season. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.02.1.1,  pages  227-228,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  1  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 
“17.02.1.1  Countable  Athletically  Related  Activities.  The  follow¬ 
ing  are  considered  countable  athletically  related  activities  and 
must  be  counted  in  the  weekly  or  daily  time  limitations  specified 
under  17.1.5.1  for  Divisions  I  and  II: 

[17.02. l.l-(a)  through  17.02. l.l-(d)  unchanged] 

“(e)  In  Divisions  I  and  II  sports  other  than  football,  par¬ 
ticipation  outside  the  institution’s  declared  playing 
season  in  individual  skill-related  instructional  activi¬ 
ties  with  a  member  of  the  coaching  staff,  except  as  set 
forth  in  17.02.1.2.2  ” 

117.02.1. l-(e)  through  17.02.1. l-(k)  relettered  as  17.02. l.l-(f) 
through  17.02.  l.l-(I),  unchanged.] 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.1.5.2,  page  233,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II.  divided  vote,  roll  call] 
“17.1.5.2  Weekly  Hour  Limitations  —  Outside  of  Playing  Season. 
Outside  of  the  playing  season,  only  a  student-athlete’s  participa¬ 
tion  in  the  countable  athletically  related  activities  specified  in 
17.02. l.l-(c)  and ,  17.02.1.1-(d)  and  17.02.1.1-(e)  shall  be  permit¬ 
ted.  A  student-athlete’s  participation  in  such  activities  shall  be 
limited  to  a  maximum  of  eight  hours  per  week,  of  which  not 
more  than  two  hours  per  week  may  be  spent  on  individu¬ 
al  skill-related  instruction  set  forth  in  17.02.1.1-(e)  and 
17.1.5.2.1, 
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"17.1.5,2.1  Skill  Instruction.  Participation  in  individu¬ 
al  skill-related  instruction  is  permitted  outside  the 
institution’s  declared  playing  season,  provided  no 
more  than  three  student-athletes  from  the  same  team 
are  involved  in  any  one  activity  simultaneously.” 
[17.1.5.2.1  renumbered  as  17.1.5.2.2,  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  to  Study  Rules  Federa¬ 
tion  by  Sport). 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  By  permitting  student-athletes  and  coaching  staff  mem¬ 
bers  to  engage  in  limited  skill-related  instructional  sessions  out¬ 
side  of  an  institution’s  playing  and  practice  season,  the  interac¬ 
tion  between  those  coaches  and  their  student-athletes  can  be 
maintained.  Currently,  student-athletes  may  not  seek  on-court 
or  on-field  help  from  a  member  of  the  coaching  staff  outside  the 
playing  season  without  it  resulting  in  a  violation.  This  proposal 
will  allow  student-athletes  who  desire  individual  instruction  re¬ 
lated  to  a  particular  aspect  of  their  performance  to  receive  such 
instruction  from  their  coach.  Requiring  these  two  hours  to  be  in¬ 
cluded  within  the  overall  limitation  of  eight  hours  per  week  and 
limiting  each  activity  to  a  maximum  of  three  student-athletes 
ensures  that  no  "full  fledged”  practice  sessions  will  take  place. 

Action:  Most  in  Division  I.  Defeated  in  Division  II  (41-188,  one  ab¬ 
stention). 

*NO.  23  (NO.  2-99)  WEEKLY  HOUR  LIMITATIONS  — 

SKILL  INSTRUCTION  —  DIVISIONS  I 
AND  II  SPORTS  OTHER  THAN 
FOOTBALL 

Intent:  In  Divisions  I  and  II  sports  other  than  football,  to  permit 
coaches  to  be  involved  in  two  hours  of  skill-related  instruction 
per  week  involving  no  more  than  three  student-athletes  in  any 
one  activity  during  the  permissible  eight  hours  of  countable  ath¬ 
letically  related  activities  that  may  occur  outside  the  playing 
season,  provided  the  student-athlete  requests  the  instruction. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.02.1.1,  pages  227-228,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 
"17.02.1.1  Countable  Athletically  Related  Activities.  The  follow¬ 
ing  are  considered  countable  athletically  related  activities  and 
must  be  counted  in  the  weekly  or  daily  time  limitations  specified 
under  17.1.5.1  for  Divisions  I  and  II: 

[17.02.  l.l-(a)  through  17.02. 1.1 -(d)  unchanged] 

“(e)  In  Divisions  I  and  II  sports  other  than  football,  par¬ 
ticipation  outside  the  institution’s  declared  playing 
season  in  individual  skill-related  instructional  activi¬ 
ties  with  a  member  of  the  coaching  staff  and  that 
occur  at  the  request  of  the  student-athlete,  except  as 
set  forth  in  17.02,1,2.2.” 
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[17.02.1.  l-(e)  through  17.02.1.  l-(k)  relettered  as  17.02. l.l-(f) 
through  17.02. l.l-(l),  unchanged.] 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.1.5.2,  page  233,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 
“17.1.5.2  Weekly  Hour  Limitations  —  Outside  of  Playing  Season. 
Outside  of  the  playing  season,  only  a  student- athlete  s  participa¬ 
tion  in  the  countable  athletically  related  activities  specified  in 
17.02.1.  l-(c)  and ,  17.02.1.  l-(d)  and  17.02.1.1-(e)  shall  be  permit¬ 
ted.  A  student-athlete’s  participation  in  such  activities  shall  be 
limited  to  a  maximum  of  eight  hours  per  week,  of  which  not 
more  than  two  hours  per  week  may  be  spent  on  individu¬ 
al  skill-related  instruction  set  forth  in  17.02.1. l-(e)  and 
17.1.5.2,1. 

“17.1.5.2.1  Skill  Instruction.  Participation  in  individu¬ 
al  skill-related  instruction  is  permitted  outside  the 
institution’s  declared  playing  season,  provided  no 
more  than  three  student-athletes  from  the  same  team 
are  involved  in  any  one  activity  simultaneously  and 
the  student-athletes  request  the  instruction. 

[17.1.5.2.1  renumbered  as  17.1.5.2.2,  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Presidents  Commission  (Special  Committee  to  Re¬ 
view  Student-Athlete  Welfare,  Access  and  Equity). 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  By  permitting  student-athletes  and  coaching  staff  mem¬ 
bers  to  engage  in  limited,  voluntary  skill-related  instructional 
sessions  outside  of  an  institution’s  playing  and  practice  season, 
the  interaction  between  those  coaches  and  their  student-athletes 
can  be  maintained.  Currently,  student-athletes  may  not  seek  on- 
court  or  on-field  help  from  a  member  of  the  coaching  staff  out¬ 
side  the  playing  season  without  it  resulting  in  a  violation.  This 
proposal  will  allow  student-athletes  who  desire  individual  in¬ 
struction  related  to  a  particular  aspect  of  their  performance  to 
request  and  receive  such  instruction  from  their  coach.  Specifying 
that  the  hours  be  included  within  the  overall  limitation  of  eight 
hours  per  week,  limiting  each  activity  to  a  maximum  of  three 
student-athletes  and  requiring  that  the  student- athletes  request 
the  instruction  ensures  that  no  “full  fledged”  practice  sessions 
will  take  place. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I  (162-158,  three  abstentions).  Defeated 
by  Division  II  (60-177,  one  abstention). 

NO  24  (NO.  2-100)  WEEKLY  HOUR  LIMITATIONS  — 

SKILL  INSTRUCTION  —  DIVISIONS  I 
AND  II  FOOTBALL 

Intent:  In  Divisions  I  and  II  football,  to  permit  coaches  to  be  in¬ 
volved  in  two  hours  of  skill-related  instruction  per  week  involv¬ 
ing  no  more  than  three  student-athletes  in  any  one  activity  dur¬ 
ing  the  permissible  eight  hours  of  countable  athletically  related 

Legislative  Proposals 


A- 23 


activities  that  may  occur  outside  the  playing  season. 

A*  Bylaws:  Amend  17.02.1.1,  pages  227-228,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  l-A,  I-AA  and  II  football,  divided 
vote,  roll  call] 

‘17.02.1.1  Countable  Athletically  Related  Activities.  The  follow¬ 
ing  are  considered  countable  athletically  related  activities  and 
must  be  counted  in  the  weekly  or  daily  time  limitations  specified 
under  17.1.5.1  for  Divisions  I  and  II: 

[17.02.1. l-(a)  through  17.02.1. Hd)  unchanged.] 

“(e)  In  Divisions  I  and  II  football,  participation  outside 
the  institution’s  declared  playing  season  in  individu¬ 
al  skill-related  instructional  activities  with  a  member 
of  the  coaching  staff.” 

[17.02. l.l-(e)  through  17.02. l.l-(k)  relettered  as  17.02.1. l-(f) 
through  17.02.1. 1-(1),  unchanged.] 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.1.5.2,  page  233,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I-A,  I-AA  and  II  football,  divided 
vote,  roll  call] 

“17.1.6.2  Weekly  Hour  Limitations  —  Outside  of  Playing  Season. 
Outside  of  the  playing  season,  only  a  student-athlete's  participa¬ 
tion  in  the  countable  athletically  related  activities  specified  in 
17.02.1. l-(c)  and,  17.02.  l.l-(d)  and  17,02.1. l-(e)  shall  be  permit¬ 
ted.  A  student-athlete’s  participation  in  such  activities  shall  be 
limited  to  a  maximum  of  eight  hours  per  week,  of  which  not 
more  than  two  hours  per  week  may  be  spent  on  individu¬ 
al  skill  workouts  set  forth  in  17.02.1. Me)  and  17.1.5,2.1. 
“17.1.5.2.1  Skill  Instruction.  Participation  in  individu¬ 
al  skill-related  instruction  is  permitted  outside  the 
institution’s  declared  playing  season,  provided  no 
more  than  three  student-athletes  from  the  same  team 
are  involved  in  any  one  activity  simultaneously. 
These  skill-related  instructional  sessions  are  limited 
to  noncontact  drills  and  no  football  gear  or  protective 
equipment  other  than  headgear,  shoes,  pants  and 
porous  lightweight  jerseys  shall  be  worn  by  the  play¬ 
ers  during  these  sessions.” 

[17  1.5.2. 1  renumbered  as  17.1.5.2.2,  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  to  Study  Rules  Federa¬ 
tion  by  Sport). 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  By  permitting  student-athletes  and  coaching  staff  mem¬ 
bers  to  engage  in  limited  instructional  sessions  outside  of  an  in¬ 
stitution’s  playing  and  practice  season,  the  interaction  between 
those  coaches  and  their  student- athletes  can  be  maintained. 
Currently,  student-athletes  may  not  seek  on-court  or  on-field 
help  from  a  member  of  the  coaching  staff  outside  the  playing 
season  without  it  resulting  in  a  violation.  This  proposal  will 
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allow  student-athletes  who  desire  individual  instruction  related 
to  a  particular  aspect  of  their  performance  to  receive  such  in¬ 
struction  from  their  coach.  Requiring  these  two  hours  to  be  in¬ 
cluded  within  the  overall  limitation  of  eight  hours  per  week  and 
limiting  each  activity  to  a  maximum  of  three  student- athletes 
ensures  that  no  “full  fledged”  practice  sessions  will  take  place. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  I-A  (36-77),  Division  I-AA  (15-104, 
three  abstentions)  and  Division  II  (14-126). 

♦NO.  25  (NO.  2-101)  WEEKLY  HOUR  LIMITATIONS  — 

SKILL  INSTRUCTION  —  DIVISIONS  I 
AND  II  FOOTBALL 

Intent:  In  Divisions  I  and  II  football,  to  permit  coaches  to  be  in¬ 
volved  in  two  hours  of  skill-related  instruction  per  week  involv¬ 
ing  no  more  than  three  student- athletes  in  any  one  activity  dur¬ 
ing  the  permissible  eight  hours  of  countable  athletically  related 
activities  that  may  occur  outside  the  playing  season,  provided 
the  student-athlete  requests  the  instruction. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.02.1.1,  pages  227-228,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I-A,  I-AA  and  II  football, 
divided  vote,  roll  call] 

“17.02.1.1  Countable  Athletically  Related  Activities.  The  follow¬ 
ing  are  considered  countable  athletically  related  activities  and 
must  be  counted  in  the  weekly  or  daily  time  limitations  specified 
under  17.1.5.1  for  Divisions  I  and  II: 

(17.02.1, l-(a)  through  17.02.  l.l-(d)  unchanged  ] 

“(e)  In  Divisions  I  and  II  football,  participation  outside 
the  institution’s  declared  playing  season  in  individu¬ 
al  skill-related  instructional  activities  with  a  member 
of  the  coaching  staff  and  that  occur  at  the  request  of 
the  student -athlete.” 

[17.02.  l.l-(e)  through  17.02. l.l-(k)  relettered  as  17.02. l.l-(f) 
through  17.02.1, 1-(1),  unchanged.] 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.1.5.2,  page  233,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I-A,  I-AA  and  II  football,  divided 
vote,  roll  call] 

“17.1.5.2  Weekly  Hour  Limitations  —  Outside  of  Playing  Season. 
Outside  of  the  playing  season,  only  a  student-athlete’s  participa¬ 
tion  in  the  countable  athletically  related  activities  specified  in 
17.02. l.l-(c)  and ,  17.02. 1. l-(d)  and  17.02.1, l-(e)  shall  be 
permitted.  A  student-athlete’s  participation  in  such  activities 
shall  be  limited  to  a  maximum  of  eight  hours  per  week,  of 
which  not  more  than  two  hours  per  week  may  be  spent 
on  individual  skill  workouts  set  forth  in  17.02.1.1-(e)  and 
17.1.5.2.1, 

“17.1.5.2.1  Skill  Instruction,  Participation  in  individu¬ 
al  skill-related  instruction  is  permitted  outside  the 
institution’s  declared  playing  season,  provided  no 
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more  than  three  student-athletes  from  the  same  team 
are  involved  in  any  one  activity  simultaneously  and 
the  student-athletes  request  the  instruction. 

[17.1.5.2.1  renumbered  as  17.1.5.2.2,  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Presidents  Commission  (Special  Committee  to  Re¬ 
view  Student-Athlete  Welfare,  Access  and  Equity). 

Effective  Date:  August  1, 1995. 

Rationale:  By  permitting  student-athletes  and  coaching  staff  mem¬ 
bers  to  engage  in  limited,  voluntary  instructional  sessions  outside 

of  an  institution’s  playing  and  practice  season,  the  mteraction  - 
tween  those  coaches  and  their  student-athletes  can  be  main¬ 
tained.  Currently,  student-athletes  may  not  seek  on-court  or  on¬ 
field  help  from  a  member  of  the  coaching  staff  outside  the  playi  g 
season  Sthout  ,t  resulting  in  a  violation.  This  proposal  will  allow 
student-athletes  who  desire  individual  instruction  related  o 
particular  aspect  of  their  performance  to  request  and  receive  such 
instruction  from  their  coach.  Specifying  that  the  hours  be  inchnied 
within  the  overall  limitation  of  eight  hours  per  week,  limiting 
each  activity  to  a  maximum  of  three  student-athletes  and  req 
ing  that  the  student-athletes  request  the  instruction  ensures  that 
no  “full  fledged"  practice  sessions  will  take  place. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Divisions  I-A  (36-79)  and  I-AA  (29-84,  two  ab- 
stentions).  Not  moved  in  Division  II. 

NO  26  (NO.  2-102)  SKILL-RELATED  INSTRUCTION 
DIVISION  III 

r N0te ■  The  NCAA  Council  has  submitted  the  following  proposal 
for  decision  by  the  Division  III  membership.  While  the  Council 
has  not  taken  a  position  on  the  proposal  it  believes  Die 
ship  should  have  an  opportunity  to  consider  and  vote  on  this  pro 

posaL] 

Intent:  In  Division  III,  to  permit  coaching  staff  members  and  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  to  engage  in  two  hours  of  skill-related  instruction 
per  week  outside  of  the  institution’s  declared  playing  seas°£> 
provided  such  sessions  occur  at  the  request  of  the  student-ath¬ 
lete  and  do  not  involve  more  than  three  student-athletes  and 
any  one  coach  at  any  time. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.02.1.1,  pages  227-228,  as  follows: 

[Division  III  only,  roll  call] 

<‘17  02  1  1  Countable  Athletically  Related  Activities.  The  follow¬ 
ing' are  considered  countable  athletically  related  activities  and 
must  be  counted  in  the  weekly  and  daily  time  limitations  speci¬ 
fied  under  17.1.5.1  for  Divisions  I  and  II: 

[  17. 02. 1.1 -(a)  through  17. 02.1. l-(h)  unchanged.] 

“(i)  Individual  workouts  required  or  supervised  by  a  member  ot 
the  coaching  staff  except  as  set  forth  in  17.02.1.2.1, 
17.02.1.2.2,  or  17.02.1.2.3  or  17.02.1.2.4; 


A-26 


1995  Convention  Proceedings 


[Remainder  of  17.02.1.1  unchanged.) 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.02.1.2  by  adding  new  17.02.1.2.4,  page  229, 
as  follows: 

[Division  III  only,  roll  call) 

“17  02.1.2.4  Skill  Instruction  —  Division  III.  Outsideofan 
institution’s  declared  playing  season  in  a  particular 
sport  coaching  staff  members  may  engage  in  two  hour 
per  week  of  skill-related  instruction  with  student-ath- 
fetes  ffom  their  respective  ‘-ms  with, 

tion  being  considered  as  a  countable  athletically  reiatea 
activity  provided  the  sessions  occur  at  the  request  of  the 
student-athletes  and  do  not  involve  more  than  three  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  at  any  one  time. 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  to  Review  Student-Ath¬ 
lete  Welfare,  Access  and  Equity). 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale'  This  legislation  will  increase  a  student-athlete’s  access 
to  his  or  her  2h  outside  of  the  playing  season  Interaction  be 
tween  coaching  staff  members  and  enrolled  student-athletes 
more  often  occurs  in  an  instructional,  sport-related  setting.  Per¬ 
mitting studenlathletes  to  take  advantage  of  two  hours  per 
week  of  skill-related  instruction  will  open  the  avenue  for  greater 
communication  between  coaches  and  student-athletes. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  III  (45-241,  three  abstentions). 

*NO  27  (NO.  2-133)  COMMITTEES  —  STUDENT-ATHLETE 
'  REPRESENTATION 

Intent-  To  add  two  student-athletes,  to  serve  in  an  advisory  capacity, 
to  the  NCAA  Academic  Requirements,  Financial  Aid  and  Am 
ES*  Minority  Opportunities  ,nd  srtd  ^.crrt.trrtB 

Committees  and  to  the  Committee  on  Womens  Athletics. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  21.3.2.1  by  adding  new  21.3.2.1.1,  page  382,  as 

follows:  ,  ii  in 

[Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 

“21  3  2  11  Academic  Requirements  Committee— Student- 
Atlilete  Representation.  Two  student-athletes  shaU  serve 

as  members  of  the  committee  in  an  advisory  capacity. 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  21.3.13.1  by  adding  new  21.3.13.1.1,  page  386, 

as  follows:  ,  ,  ... 

[Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 

“21  3  13.1.1  Financial  Aid  and  Amateurism  Committee 
Student-Athlete  Representation.  Two  student-athletes 
shall  serve  as  members  of  the  committee  in  an  advisory 
capacity.” 

c.  Bylaws:  Amend  21.3.19.1  by  adding  new  21.3.19.1.1,  page  387, 
as  follows: 
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[Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 

“21.3.19,1.1  Minority  Opportunities  and  Interests  Commit¬ 
tee — Student-Athlete  Representation.  Two  student-ath¬ 
letes  shall  serve  as  members  of  the  committee  in  an  advi¬ 
sory  capacity.” 

D.  Bylaws:  Amend  21.3.24,1  by  adding  new  21.3.24.1.1,  page  388, 
as  follows: 

[Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 
“21,3.24.1.1  Recruiting  Committee— Student- Athlete  Rep¬ 
resentation.  Two  student-athletes  shall  serve  as  members 
of  the  committee  in  an  advisory  capacity.” 

E.  Bylaws:  Amend  21.3.31.1  by  adding  new  21.3.31.1.1,  page  389, 
as  follows: 

[Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote,  roll  calll 

“21.3.31.1.1  Committee  on  Women’s  Athletics — Student- 
Athlete  Representation.  Two  student-athletes  shall  serve 
as  members  of  the  committee  in  an  advisory  capacity.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  and  NCAA  Presidents  Commission  (Special 
Committee  to  Review  Student-Athlete  Welfare,  Access  and  Equity). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  An  important  aspect  of  student-athlete  welfare  is  to 
grant  student-athletes  a  voice  in  matters  that  affect  their  lives. 
Adding  student-athlete  representatives  to  these  five  committees, 
in  an  advisory  capacity,  gives  student-athletes  an  opportunity  to 
make  more  significant  contributions  to  the  Association’s  commit¬ 
tee  process,  thereby  enhancing  their  voice  in  matters  that  affect 
their  lives. 

Action:  Adopted  by  common/divided  vote  by  Division  I  (317-8,  one 
abstention)  Division  II  (209-3,  one  abstention)  and  Division  III 
(275-3). 

*NO.  28  (NO,  2-135)  STUDENT-ATHLETE  WELFARE, 

ACCESS  AND  EQUITY  COMMITTEE 

[Note:  The  sponsors  have  indicated  their  intent  to  withdraw  the 
following  proposal  J 

Intent:  To  establish  a  Student-Athlete  Welfare,  Access  and  Equity 
Committee. 

Bylaws:  Amend  21.3,  pages  382-389,  by  adding  new  21.3.29,  renum¬ 
bering  subsequent  sections,  as  follows: 

[Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 
“21.3.29  Student- Athlete  Welfare,  Access  and  Equity  Com¬ 
mittee. 

"21.3.29.1  Composition.  The  Student -Athlete  Welfare, 
Access  and  Equity  Committee  shall  consist  of  12 
members,  including  at  least  one  from  each  division, 
and  at  least  two  faculty  athletics  representatives,  two 
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student-athletes  and  two  athletics  administrators. 
“21.3.29.2  Duties.  The  committee  shall  be  responsible 
for  review  and  consideration  of  those  portions  of  the 
Association’s  constitution  and  bylaws  that  relate  to 
student-athlete  welfare,  and  shall  study  and  review 
issues  concerning  student-athlete  welfare. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Source:  NCAA  Presidents  Commission  (Special  Committee  to  Re¬ 
view  Student-Athlete  Welfare,  Access  and  Equity). 

Rationale:  The  Special  Committee  to  Review  Student-Athlete  Wel¬ 
fare,  Access  and  Equity  was  appointed  in  1992  and  was  charged 
with  reviewing  all  issues  related  to  student-athlete  weltare. 
Throughout  the  course  of  its  work,  the  special  committee  became 
convinced  that  the  Association  needs  a  standing  committee  com¬ 
prised  of  student-athletes  and  educational  and  athletics  admin¬ 
istrators  with  a  primary  focus  on  reviewing  issues  related  to  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  welfare.  This  committee  will  work  in  cooperation 
with  the  already-existing  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee 
to  serve  as  a  continuing  voice  of  advocacy  for  student- athlete 
welfare. 

Action:  Withdrawn. 

*NO.  29  (NO.  2-143)  RESOLUTION:  STUDENT-ATHLETE 
WELFARE,  ACCESS  AND  EQUITY 

[Note:  The  sponsors  have  indicated  their  intent  to  withdraw  the 
following  proposal] 

[Divisions  1  and  II,  common  vote,  roll  call] 

Whereas ,  a  basic  principle  of  the  NCAA,  as  set  forth  in  its  con¬ 
stitution,  is  that  intercollegiate  athletics  programs  shall  be  conduct¬ 
ed  in  a  manner  designed  to  protect  and  enhance  the  physical  and  ed- 
ucational  welfare  of  student-athletes;  and 

“Whereas,  the  NCAA  Presidents  Commission  sponsored  a  na¬ 
tional  study  in  1987-88  to  identify  the  effects  of  participation  in  in¬ 
tercollegiate  athletics  on  student-athletes;  and 

“Whereas,  as  a  result  of  that  study,  legislation  was  adopted  as 
part  of  the  Presidents  Commission’s  ‘reform  agenda’  treating  such  is¬ 
sues  as  time  demands  on  student-athletes,  the  academic  preparation 
of  student-athletes  and  the  integration  of  student-athletes  into  the 
student  body;  and 

“Whereas,  the  Presidents  Commission  and  Council  appointed  a 
Special  Committee  to  Review  Student-Athlete  Welfare,  Access  and 
Equity  in  1992  to  study  all  welfare,  access  and  equity  issues  that  af¬ 
fect  student-athletes;  and 

“ Whereas ,  the  special  committee  believes  that  in  order  to  under¬ 
stand  better  the  collegiate  experience  of  today’s  student-athletes,  an- 
other  comprehensive  study  should  be  conducted  related  to  the  effects 
of  the  recent  reform  legislation  on  student-athletes  in  Divisions  I  and 
II,  and  that  the  study  also  should  explore  student-athletes  feelings 
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of  isolation  and  factors  that  may  affect  student-athletes’  choices  of 
academic  majors; 

“Now,  Therefore,  Be  it  Resolved,  that  the  Association  conduct 
such  a  study,  with  the  results  to  be  presented  to  the  Commission  and 
the  Council  not  later  than  January,  1997.” 

Source:  NCAA  Presidents  Commission  (Special  Committee  to  Re¬ 
view  Student-Athlete  Welfare,  Access  and  Equity). 

Action:  Adopted  (809-4,  nine  abstentions). 

NO.  30  (NO.  2-145)  RESOLUTION:  STUDENT-ATHLETE 
GRIEVANCE  PROCEDURES 

[All  divisions,  common  vote,  roll  call] 

“Whereas,  one  of  the  relationships  that  is  most  critical  for  the 
welfare  of  the  student-athlete  is  the  relationship  between  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  and  the  coach;  and 

“Whereas,  the  academic,  social  and  personal  needs  of  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  are  always  changing,  as  are  the  needs  of  all  students; 
and 

“Whereas,  such  changing  needs  may  cause  friction  to  develop  in 
the  relationship  between  the  student-athlete  and  the  coach,  and 
“  Whereas ,  when  such  friction  develops,  it  is  important  that  an 
established  grievance  procedure  exists  on  campus  to  address  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete’s  concerns  arising  out  of  the  relationship  with  the  coach, 
and 

“Whereas,  it  is  best  to  address  this  issue  through  the  adoption  of 
appropriate  institutional  policies  and  procedures,  rather  than 
through  the  adoption  of  NCAA  legislation; 

“Now,  Therefore,  Be  It  Resolved,  that,  consistent  with  Bylaw 
23.2.4,3,  the  Committee  on  Athletics  Certification  be  directed  to  con¬ 
sider  incorporating  into  the  Division  1  athletics  certification  program 
the  requirement  that  institutions  demonstrate  that  they  have  such  a 
grievance  procedure  (either  one  that  deals  exclusively  with  student- 
athletes  or  one  that  is  available  to  all  students,  including  student- 
athletes)  on  their  campuses  and  that  the  requirement  also  be  incor¬ 
porated  into  the  Divisions  II  and  III  Institutional  Self-Study 
Guides.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee). 

Action:  Adopted  (684-75,  18  abstentions). 

NO.  31  (NO.  2-141)  RESOLUTION:  PROFESSIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT  OF  COACHES 

[All  divisions,  common  vote,  roll  call] 

“Whereas,  expectations  regarding  coaches’  responsibilities  as  ed¬ 
ucators  and  teachers  appear  to  be  increasing;  and 

“ Whereas ,  the  relationship  between  the  coach  and  the  student- 
athlete  is  receiving  more  attention;  and 

“Whereas,  expectations  regarding  coaches’  responsibilities  as 
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highly  visible  spokespeople  for  the  university  are  increasing;  and 

“Whereas  the  NCAA  has  identified  student-athlete  welfare,  eth¬ 
ical  conduct  and  sportsmanship  as  major  areas  of  concern;  and 

“Whereas,  a  coach’s  first  year  is  critical  to  shaping  his  or  her  at¬ 
titudes  toward  student-athlete  welfare,  educational  responsibili  y, 
the  NCAA  and  coaching  generally;  and 

“ Whereas ,  veteran  coaches  must  have  the  opportunity  to  upda  e 
and  refine  their  skills  in  these  areas;  and 

“Whereas,  such  professional  development  efforts  will  have  a  di¬ 
rect,  positive  effect  on  student-athlete  welfare,  ethical  conduct  and 
sportsmanship;  and  , 

“Whereas,  many  professions,  including  the  medical  and  eg 
professions,  require  continuing  education;  and 

“ Whereas ,  currently,  opportunities  for  coaches  to  engage  inquai- 
ty  professional  development  programs  to  help  them  adjust  to  these 
rapidly  changing  expectations  are  limited; 

“Now  Therefore  Be  It  Resolved,  that  the  NCAA  membership  rec¬ 
ognizes  the  importance  of  providing  meaningful  professional  develop¬ 
ment  opportunities  for  coaches  in  areas  relating  to  the‘r  ^®de™^’ 
ethical,  student-athlete  welfare,  teaching,  role  model  and  promotion- 
al  responsibilities;  and 

“Be  It  Further  Resolved,  that  the  NCAA  Presidents  Commission 
and  NCAA  Council  work  to  facilitate  coaching  associations  develop 
ment  of  comprehensive  orientation  programs  for  new  coaches  and 
other  professional  development  opportunities  for  all  coaches  on  the 

national  and  institutional  lev*,  .W*" 

garding  their  progress  on  this  issue  at  the  1996  NCAA  Convention. 

Source:  Drake  University;  University  of  Cincinnati;  East  Carolina 
University;  Florida  International  University;  Gonzaga  Universi  ¬ 
ty;  University  of  Kentucky;  University  of  Notre  Dame;  St. 
Joseph’s  University  (Pennsylvania),  and  University  of  Ten- 
nessee,  Knoxville. 

Committee  Position  (Council  Subcommittee  on  Personnel 
Limitations):  The  subcommittee  voted  to  support  this  proposal, 
provided  it  is  amended  to  include  a  reference  to  health  and  safe¬ 
ty  issues-  specifically,  the  importance  of  modern  training  and 
conditioning  techniques,  as  well  as  current  strategies  to  respond 
to  rules  changes.  (Note:  The  sponsors  did  submit  an  amend - 
ment-to-amendment  to  the  proposal  as  recommended  by  the  sub- 
committee.) 

Action:  Adopted  as  amended  by  No.  31-1  (728-51,  eight  abstentions). 

NO.  31-1  RESOLUTION:  PROFESSIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT  OF  COACHES 

Intent:  To  amend  the  resolution  to  include  a  reference  to  health  and 
safety  issues,  and  rules  compliance,  as  specified. 

Bylaws:  Amend  Proposal  31,  resolution,  as  follows: 
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[All  divisions,  common  vote,  roll  call] 

“ Whereas ,  expectations  regarding  coaches’  responsibilities  as  ed¬ 
ucators  and  teachers  appear  to  be  increasing;  and 

“ Whereas ,  the  relationship  between  the  coach  and  the  student- 
athlete  is  receiving  more  attention;  and 

“ Whereas ,  expectations  regarding  coaches’  responsibilities  as 
highly  visible  spokespeople  for  the  university  are  increasing;  and 

“ Whereas ,  coaches  must  be  current  on  modern  training 
and  conditioning  techniques  to  ensure  the  health  and  safety 
of  student-athletes;  and 

“ Whereas ,  the  NCAA  has  identified  student-athlete  welfare,  eth¬ 
ical  conduct,  rules  compliance  and  sportsmanship  as  major  areas 
of  concern;  and 

“Whereas,  a  coach’s  first  year  is  critical  to  shaping  his  or  her  at¬ 
titudes  toward  student-athlete  welfare,  educational  responsibility, 
the  NCAA  and  coaching  generally;  and 

“Whereas,  veteran  coaches  must  have  the  opportunity  to  update 
and  refine  their  skills  in  these  areas;  and 

“Whereas,  such  professional  development  efforts  will  have  a  di¬ 
rect,  positive  effect  on  student-athlete  welfare,  ethical  conduct  and 
sportsmanship;  and 

“ Whereas ,  many  professions,  including  the  medical  and  legal 
profession,  require  continuing  education;  and 

“Whereas,  currently,  opportunities  for  coaches  to  engage  in  quali¬ 
ty  professional  development  programs  to  help  them  adjust  to  these 
rapidly  changing  expectations  are  limited; 

“Now,  Therefore  Be  It  Resolved,  that  the  NCAA  membership  rec¬ 
ognizes  the  importance  of  providing  meaningful  professional  develop¬ 
ment  opportunities  for  coaches  in  areas  relating  to  their  academic, 
ethical,  compliance,  student-athlete  welfare,  teaching,  role  model, 
health  and  safety  and  promotional  responsibilities;  and 

“Be  It  Further  Resolved,  that  the  NCAA  Presidents  Commission 
and  NCAA  Council  work  to  facilitate  coaching  associations’  develop¬ 
ment  of  comprehensive  orientation  programs  for  new  coaches  and 
other  professional  development  opportunities  for  all  coaches  on  the 
national  and  institutional  levels,  and  report  to  the  membership  re¬ 
garding  their  progress  on  this  issue  at  the  1996  NCAA  Convention.” 

Source:  University  of  Cincinnati;  Drake  University;  East  Carolina 
University;  Florida  International  University;  Gonzaga  Universi¬ 
ty;  University  of  Kentucky;  University  of  Notre  Dame,  and  St. 
Joseph’s  University  (Pennsylvania). 

Action:  Adopted  (736-52,  10  abstentions). 

NO.  32  (NO.  2-47)  FRESHMAN  ELIGIBILITY  —  DIVISION  I 

Intent:  In  Division  I,  to  eliminate  freshman  eligibility  for  competi¬ 
tion;  to  specify  that  freshman  eligibility  for  practice  and  finan¬ 
cial  aid  shall  be  determined  by  institutional  and  conference  reg- 
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ulations;  and  to  specify  that  a  student-athlete  shall  possess 
three  seasons  of  competition,  but  may  earn  a  fourth  season  of 
competition  provided  the  student  meets  satisfactory  progress  at 
the  beginning  of  the  student’s  fifth  academic  year. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.2,  pages  136-141,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“14.2  SEASONS  OF  COMPETITION:  FIVE-YEAR/10-SEMES- 
TER  RULE 

“In  Division  I,  the  student-athlete  shall  not  engage  in 
more  than  three  seasons  of  intercollegiate  competition  in 
any  one  sport  (see  14.02.6  and  14.3.3),  except  as  specified 
in  14.2.1.  In  Divisions  II  and  III,  tthe  student- athlete  shall 
not  engage  in  more  than  four  seasons  of  intercollegiate  competi¬ 
tion  in  any  one  sport  (see  14.02.6  and  14.3.3).  An  institution 
shall  not  permit  a  student-athlete  to  represent  it  in  intercolle¬ 
giate  competition  unless  the  individual  completes  all  of  his  or 
her  seasons  of  participation  in  all  sports  within  the  time  periods 
specified  below: 

“14.2.1  Fourth  Season  of  Competition  —  Division  I.  A 
fourth  season  of  intercollegiate  competition  shall  be 
granted  to  a  Division  I  student-athlete,  provided  that  at 
the  beginning  of  the  fifth  academic  year  following  the 
student-athlete’s  initial  full-time  collegiate  enrollment, 
the  student-athlete  has  fulfilled  the  Association’s  satisfac¬ 
tory-progress  legislation.” 

[14.2.1  through  14.2.6,  renumbered  as  14.2.2  through  14.2.7,  un¬ 
changed.] 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.02.9,  pages  131-132,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“14.02.9  Qualification  Status 

“14.02.9.1  Qualifier.  A  qualifier  is  a  student  who,  for  purpos¬ 
es  of  determining  eligibility  for  financial  aid,  practice  and 
competition  in  Divisions  /  and  II  institutions,  has  met  all  of 
the  following  requirements  (see  14.3): 

[  14.02.9. l-(a)  through  14.02.9. l-(d)  unchanged.] 

“  14.02  9.2  Partial  Qualifier  —  Division  I,  In  Division  l,  a  partial  qualifier  is  a  stu¬ 
dent  who  does  not  meet  the  requirements  for  a  qualifier  but  who,  at  the  time  of 
graduation  from  high  school,  presents  a  cumulative  grade-point  average  of  at 
least  2.500  (based  on  a  4.000  scale.). 

[14.02.9.3  unchanged.] 

“ 14.02  9  4  Nonqualifier.  A  nonqualify  is  a  student  who  has  not  graduated  from 
high  school  or  who,  at  the  time  specified  in  the  regulation  (see  14.3),  presented 
neither  the  core  cumculum  grade-point  average  and  SAT/ ACT  score  required  for 
a  qualifier.” 

C.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.2.4.4,  page  138,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“14.2.4.4  Freshman  Competition.  In  all  sports  in  Division  I, 
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freshmen  shall  not  be  eligible  for  freshman  subvarsity  or 
varsity  competition.  In  Divisions  II  and  III,  rfreshmen  are 
eligible  for  varsity  competition  in  all  sports. 

“14  2  4.4.1  Freshman  Practice  —  Division  I.  In  all 
sports  in  Division  I,  the  eligibility  of  freshmen  for  par¬ 
ticipation  in  practice  sessions  shall  be  determined  by 
applicable  institutional  and  conference  regulations. 

D.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.3.1,  page  141,  as  follows 
[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“14.3.1  Eligibility  for  Financial  Aid,  Practice  and  Competition.  A 
student-athlete  who  enrolls  in  a  Division  f  or  Division  II  institution 
as  an  entering  freshman  with  no  previous  full-time  college  at¬ 
tendance  shall  meet  the  following  academic  requirements  as 
certified  by  an  initial-eligibility  clearinghouse  approved  by  the 
Council,  and  any  applicable  institutional  and  conference  regula¬ 
tions,  to  be  considered  a  qualifier^and  thus  be  eligible  for  finan¬ 
cial  aid,  practice  and  competition.” 

[Note:  Appropriate  editorial  revisions  will  be  made  in  Bylaw  14.3 
to  reflect  the  adoption  of  this  legislation. ] 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Mid-Eastern  Athletic  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  The  NCAA  membership  spends  a  significant  amount  of 
time  and  energy  attempting  to  legislate  morality.  The  proposed 
legislation  will  commit  the  membership  to  return  to  the  practice 
of  each  member  institution  assuming  control  of  its  intercolle¬ 
giate  athletics  program  to  ensure  that  the  admission  and  aca¬ 
demic  progress  of  student-athletes  is  consistent  with  institution¬ 
al  standards.  Minimum  initial  eligibility  during  the  sophomore 
year  will  be  based  on  the  satisfactory-progress  rule  and  require 
a  minimum  of  two  semesters  or  three  quarters  in  residence  and 
the  successful  completion  of  24-semester  or  36-quarter  hours. 

Committee  Position  (NCAA  Council):  The  Council  received  input 
on  this  proposal  from  the  following  committees— Academic  Re¬ 
quirements  Committee,  Eligibility  Committee,  Committee  on  Fi¬ 
nancial  Aid  and  Amateurism,  Minority  Opportunities  and  Inter¬ 
ests  Committee,  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee,  Two- Year 
College  Relations  Committee  and  Committee  on  Women  s  Ath¬ 
letics.  After  review  of  the  committees’  positions,  the  Council 
voted  to  oppose  this  proposal. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  I  (17-311). 

NO  33  (NO.  2-52)  INITIAL-ELIGIBILITY  INDEX  — 
DIVISION  I 

Intent:  In  Division  I,  to  delete  the  initial-eligibility  index  that  is 
scheduled  to  take  effect  August  1,  1995,  and  to  retain  the  cur¬ 
rent  2.000  core-curriculum  grade-point  average  and  minimum 
700  SAT/17  ACT  test-score  initial-eligibility  requirements. 
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A.  Bylaws'.  Amend  14.02.9.2,  page  132,  as  follows. 

[Division  I,  roll  call] 

“14  02  9  2  Partial  Qualifier  —  Division  I.  In  Division  I,  a  partial 
qualifier  is  a  student  who  does  not  meet  the  requirements  for  a 
qualifier  but  who,  at  the  time  of  graduation  from  high  school, 
presents  a  cumulative  grade-point  average  of  at  least  2.500  2.000 
(based  on  a  4.000  scale).” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.3.1.1,  pages  142-144,  as  follows. 

[Division  I,  roll  call] 

“14  3  1  1  Division  I.  A  qualifier  in  Division  I  is  defined  as  one 
who  is  a  high-school  graduate  and  who  presented  the  following 
academic  qualifications: 

“(a)  A  minimum  cumulative  grade-point  average  as  specified  in 
14.3.1  1.1  of  2.000  (based  on  a  maximum  of  4.000)  in  a  suc¬ 
cessfully  completed  core  curriculum  of  at  least  13  academic 

.  j  i  fnllAUTintr* 


courses  per  14.3.1.3,  including  the  following: 

“English  3yearS 

“Mathematics  ^  years 

“Natural  or  physical  science  2  years 

(including  at  least  one  laboratory  course, 
if  offered  by  the  high  school) 

“Additional  courses  in  English,  mathematics  2  years 

or  natural  or  physical  science 

“Social  science  ^  years 

“Additional  academic  courses  2  years 

[in  any  of  the  above  areas  or  foreign  lan- 


LIJl  ally  Ul  tuc  - -  - o - 

guage,  computer  science,  philosophy  or 
nondoctrinal  religion  (e.g,,  comparative 
religion)  courses] 

“The  record  of  the  above  courses  and  course  grades  must  be 
certified  on  the  high-school  transcript  or  by  official  corre¬ 
spondence,  and 

“(b)  A  minimum  700  combined  score  on  the  SAT  verbal  and 
math  sections,  or  a  minimum  composite  score  of  17  on  the 
ACT.  The  required  SAT  or  ACT  score  must  be  achieved 
under  national  testing  conditions  on  a  national  testing  date 
[i.e„  no  residual  (campus)  testing  or  regional  testing  dates J. 
*14.3.1.1  1  Initial-Eligibility  Index.  Freshmen  may  establish  eligibility  using  the 


following  eligibility  index: 

* Core  GPA 

SAT 

ACT 

“ 2.500  &  above 

700 

17 

* 2.475 

710 

18 

“2.450 

720 

18 

“ 2.425 

730 

18 

“ 2.400 

740 

18 

S-  “ 2.375 

750 

18 

* 2.350 

760 

19 
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“2.325 

770 

19 

“  2.300 

780 

19 

“2  275 

790 

19 

“2  250 

800 

19 

“2.225 

810 

20 

“ 2.200 

820 

20 

“ 2.175 

830 

20 

“ 2.150 

840 

20 

cm 

850 

20 

“2  100 

860 

21 

“ 2.075 

870 

21 

“2.050 

880 

21 

“ 2.025 

890 

21 

“ 2.000 

900 

21 ” 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Mid-Eastern  Athletic  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1, 1995. 

Rationale-  This  proposal  will  afford  the  current  initial-eligibility 

R  legislation  (“P?op  48”)  an  opportunity  to  impacfetlieAra  nation  s 
underlying  mission  —  to  provide  equal  opportunity  for  all  stu 
dent- athletes  for  the  achievement  of  relative  success,  This  sue- 
cess  can  be  achieved  only  if  an  opportunity  for  higher  education 
presents  itself.  Proposition  48  has  not  yet  had  enough  time  to 
run  its  full  course  and  achieve  its  maximum  impact.  Further, 
considerable  confusion  exists  regarding  the  administration  and 
validity  of  standardized  tests,  which  would  be  further  complicat¬ 
ed  by  implementation  of  the  index  contained  in  1992  Convention 

Proposal  16. 

Committee  Position  (Academic  Requirements  Committee): 

The  committee  voted  to  oppose  this  proposal  because  it  believes 
that  an  equally  weighted  index  of  core-curnculum  grade-point 
averages  Ind  standardized  test  scores  is  the  most  appropriate 
basis  to  establish  initial  eligibility. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  J  (46-277). 

NO  34  (NO.  2-51)  INITIAL-ELIGIBILITY  INDEX 
DIVISION  I 

[Note-  The  NCAA  Council  has  submitted  the  following  proposal 
for  decision  by  the  Division  I  membership.  While  the  Council  has 
not  taken  a  position  on  the  proposal,  it  believes  the  membership 
should  have  an  opportunity  to  consider  and  vote  on  the  proposal.. 1 

Intent:  In  Division  I,  to  retain  the  current  minimum  test-score  and 
grade-point-average  initial-eligibility  standards  (i.e.,  P™P°P' 
tion  48")  during  the  1995-96  academic  year;  to  retain i  the s  in¬ 
crease  in  the  number  of  required  core  courses  from  ll  to  ia  et 
fective  during  the  1995-96  academic  year  and  thereafter,  and  to 
establish  an  initial-eligibility  index  based  upon  a  ^e-curncm 
lum  grade-point  average  of  2.500,  and  an  SAT  score  of  610  or  an 
ACT  score  of  15,  effective  August  1, 1996. 
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A.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.02.9.2,  page  131,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  calll 

“14  02  9  2  Partial  Qualifier  —  Division  I.  In  Division  I,  a  partial 
aualifier  is  a  student  who  does  not  meet  the  requirements  for  a 
qualifier  but  who,  at  the  time  of  graduation  from  high  school, 
nresents  a  cumuiative  grade-point  average  of  at  least  2.000 
Phased  on  a  4.000  scale)  during  the  1995-96  academic  yea 
and  at  least  2.500  during  the  1996-97  academic  year  and 
thereafter,” 


B. 


Bylaws:  Amend  14.3.1.1,  pages  141-142,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“14  3  11  Qualifier,  Basic  Requirements.  A  qualifier  is  defined  as 

one  who  is  a  high-school  graduate  and  who  has  presented  t 

following  academic  qualifications: 

“(a)  A  minimum  cumulative  grade-point  average  of  2.  (  ase 

on™  4  000  scale)  during  the  1995-96  academic  year  or  a 
minimum  cumulative  grade-point  average  as  speci¬ 
fied  in  14.3.1.1.1  during  the  1996-97  academic  ye 
and  thereafter  in  a  successfully  completed  core  curncu- 

[Remainder  of  14.3.1.1-(a),  as  amended  effective  August  1,  1995, 

and  August  1, 1996,  unchanged.]  .  ,  . 

“(b)  A  minimum  700  combined  score  on  the  SAT  verbal  and 
math  sections,  or  a  minimum  composite  score  on  the  AC 
15  (if  taken  prior  to  October  28,1989)  or  17  (if  taken ion  or 

subsequent uToctober  28,  1989)  ^^fnihe  1°AT 
demic  year;  or  a  minimum  combined  score  on  the  &A1 
verbal  and  math  sections  or  a  minimum  compo: site 
score  on  the  ACT  as  specified  in  14.3.1.1.1  during  the 
1996-97  academic  year  and  thereafter.  The  required 
SAT  or  ACT  score  must  be  achieved  under  national  testing 
conditions  on  a  national  testing  date  Li.e.,  no  residual  (cam- 
pus)  testing  or  regional  testing  dates  J. 

r  .  _  .  .  i  •  i •  j _ t_ j-.,  mflv  ostahlisn 


“14  3. 1.1.1  Initial-Eligibility  Index.  Freshmen  may  establish 
eligibility  using  the  following  eligibility  index: 


“ Core  GPA 

SAT 

ACT 

2  500  &  above 

700 

17 

2.475 

710 

18 

2.450 

720 

18 

2  425 

730 

18 

2.400 

740 

18 

2.375 

750 

18 

2.350 

760 

19 

2.325 

770 

19 

2.300 

780 

19 

2275 

790 

19 

2.250 

800 

19 

2.225 

810 

20 

2.200 

820 

20 
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2.175 

830 

20 

2.150 

840 

20 

2.125 

850 

20 

2.100 

860 

21 

2.075 

870 

21 

2.050 

880 

21 

2.025 

890 

21 

2.000 

900 

21 

“Core  GPA 

SAT 

ACT 

“2.500  &  above 

610 

15 

2.400 

650 

16 

2.300 

690 

17 

2.200 

730 

18 

2.100 

770 

19 

2.000 

810 

19” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  to  Review  Initial-Eligi- 
bility  Standards). 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1996;  for  those  student- athletes  first  en¬ 
tering  a  collegiate  institution  on  or  after  August  1,  1996. 

Rationale:  The  Association’s  research,  contained  in  the  Academic 
Performance  Study,  provides  dramatic  evidence  of  the  disparate 
impact  on  minority  student-athletes  of  both  the  current  initial- 
eligibility  legislation  and  those  standards  scheduled  to  go  into 
effect  in  1995.  The  initial-eligibility  standards  contained  in  this 
proposal  will  maximize  access  for  student-athletes,  allowing 
those  who  have  a  reasonable  chance  of  graduating  the  opportu¬ 
nity  to  succeed.  On  the  other  hand,  the  recommended  standards 
still  will  provide  a  graduation  rate  for  student- athletes  compara¬ 
ble  to  that  of  all  students  and  to  that  predicted  under  the  cur¬ 
rent  initial-eligibility  legislation  (i.e.,  "Proposition  48”).  In  addi¬ 
tion,  the  August  1,  1996,  effective  date  will  permit  additional 
time  for  the  Association  to  explain  the  Association’s  new  eligibil¬ 
ity  standards  to  high-school  constituencies.  The  need  for  such  a 
delay  is  supported  by  the  results  of  a  survey  conducted  by  the 
special  committee. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  I  (48-280). 

NO.  35  (NO.  2-50)  INITIAL-ELIGIBILITY  INDEX  — 
DIVISION  I 

Intent:  In  Division  I,  to  delay  from  August  1,  1995,  until  August  1, 
1996,  the  effective  date  of  the  initial-eligibility  index  and  the 
definition  of  a  partial  qualifier  adopted  at  the  1992  NCAA  Con¬ 
vention,  and  to  retain  the  increase  in  the  number  of  required 
core  courses  from  11  to  13  effective  during  the  1995-96  academic 
year  and  thereafter. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.02.9.2,  page  131,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 
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«14  02  9  2  Partial  Qualifier  —  Division  I.  In  Division  I,  a  partial 
qualifier  is  a  student  who  does  not  meet  the  requirements  for  a 
qualifier  but  who,  at  the  time  of  graduation! 
presents  a  cumulative  grade-point  average  of  at  least  2.000  2.500 
(based  on  a  4.000  scale).” 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.3.1.1,  pages  141-142,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“14.3.1.1  Qualifier,  Basic  Requirements.  A  qualifier  is  defined  as 
one  who  is  a  high-school  graduate  and  who  has  presented  th 
following  academic  qualifications. 

“(a)  A  minimum  cumulative  grade-point  average  of  2000  as  spec¬ 
ified  in  14.3.1.1.1  (based  on  a  maximum  of  4.000)  in  a  sue 
cessfully  completed  core  curriculum....’’ 

[Remainder  of  14.3.1.1-(a),  as  amended  effective  August  1,  1995, 
and  August  1,  1996,  unchanged.]  ,  . 

“(b)  A  minimum  700  combined  score  on  the  SAT  verbal  and  ma  h 
sections,  or  a  minimum  composite  score  on  the  ACT  of  15  (if 
taken  pnor  to  October  28,  1989)  or  1 7  (,f  taken  on  or  subsequent  to  October  2* 
1989)  as  specified  in  14.3.1.1.1.  The  required  SAT  or  ACT 
score  must  be  achieved  under  national  testing  conditions  on 
a  national  testing  date  [i.e.,  no  residual  (campus)  testing  or 
regional  testing  dates]. 

“14.3.1.1.1  Initial-Eligibility  Index.  Freshmen  may ^  es¬ 
tablish  eligibility  using  the  following  eligibility 


index: 

“Core  GPA 

SAT 

ACT 

“2.500  &  above 

700 

17 

2.475 

710 

18 

2.450 

720 

18 

2.425 

730 

18 

2.400 

740 

18 

2.375 

750 

18 

2.350 

760 

19 

2.325 

770 

19 

2.300 

780 

19 

2.275 

790 

19 

2.250 

800 

19 

2.225 

810 

20 

2.200 

820 

20 

2.175 

830 

20 

2.150 

840 

20 

2.125 

850 

20 

2.100 

860 

21 

2.075 

870 

21 

2.050 

880 

21 

2.025 

890 

21 

2.000 

900 

21” 

Srm roe*  NCAA  Council. 
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Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995  1996;  for  those  student-athletes  first 
entering  a  collegiate  institution  on  or  after  August  1,  1995  1996. 

Rationale:  Significant  confusion  remains  among  the  membership 
and  relevant  constituent  groups  regarding  the  “recentering”  of 
SAT  scores  and  how  this  process  will  affect  the  administration  of 
the  initial-eligibility  index  that  currently  is  scheduled  to  be  im¬ 
plemented  August  1,  1995.  For  example,  while  College  Board  of¬ 
ficials  have  published  separate  tables  to  convert  the  verbal  and 
mathematics  portions  of  the  “old”  SAT,  testing  company  officials 
have  not  published  a  table  to  convert  composite  SAT  scores, 
which  the  Association  uses  to  establish  initial  eligibility.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  testing  company  officials  have  not  published  a  table  to 
identify  the  relationship  between  the  “recentered”  SAT  and  the 
ACT.  It  is  crucial  that  these  issues  be  resolved  prior  to  the  im¬ 
plementation  of  the  initial-eligibility  index.  This  proposal  is 
sponsored  simply  to  give  the  Association  additional  time  to  re¬ 
solve  these  issues.  If  the  conversion  issues  related  to  recentering 
are  resolved  prior  to  the  1995  Convention,  the  Council  will  seek 
to  have  this  proposal  withdrawn. 

Action:  Adopted  as  amended  by  No.  35-1  by  Division  I  (298-29). 

♦NO.  35-1  INITIAL-ELIGIBILITY  INDEX  —  DIVISION  I 

Intent:  To  remove  from  Proposal  No.  35  consideration  of  the  defini¬ 
tion  of  a  partial  qualifier. 

Bylaws:  Amend  Proposal  No.  35-A,  14.02.9.2,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“14.02  9.2  Partial  Qualifier  —  Division  I  In  Division  I,  a  partial  qualifier  is  a  student 
who  does  not  meet  the  requirements  for  a  qualifier  but  who,  at  the  time  of  graduation 
from  high  school,  presents  a  cumulative  grade-point  average  of  at  feast  2  500  (based 
on  a  4,000  scale)  ” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  and  Presidents  Commission. 

Rationale:  This  amendment-to-amendment,  together  with  Proposal 
No.  36-1,  is  necessary  to  permit  Division  I  to  consider  a  new  defi¬ 
nition  of  a  partial  qualifier  first  effective  during  1996-97  and 
thereafter. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I  (277-43,  two  abstentions). 

♦NO.  36  (NO.  2-48)  INITIAL-ELIGIBILITY  INDEX  — 
DIVISION  I 

Intent:  In  Division  I,  to  establish  an  initial-eligibility  index  for  a 
partial  qualifier  based  upon  a  core-curriculum  grade-point  aver¬ 
age  of  2.750,  and  an  SAT  score  of  600  or  an  ACT  score  of  15;  to 
permit  a  partial  qualifier  to  receive  athletics  aid  and  participate 
in  practice  activities  at  the  institution;  to  permit  a  partial  quali¬ 
fier  to  earn  a  fourth  season  of  competition,  provided  the  student 
meets  satisfactory  progress  at  the  beginning  of  the  student’s 
fifth  academic  year,  and  to  permit  a  nonqualifier  to  receive 
nonathletics  institutional  financial  aid  based  upon  need. 
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A.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.02.9.2,  pages  131-132,  as  follows. 

[Division  1  only,  roll  call) 

“14  02  9  2  Partial  Qualifier  —  Division  1.  In  Division  I,  a  partial 
qualifier  is  a  student  who  does  not  meet  the  requirements  for  a 
qualifier  but  who,  at  the  time  of  graduation  from  high  school, 
presents  a  the  following  cumulative  grade-point  average  and 
the  corresponding  ACT  or  SAT  score  of  at  least  2,500.: 

_ _  n  A  rT 


“Core  GPA 

SAT 

ACT 

2,750  &  above 

600 

15 

2.725 

610 

15 

2.700 

620 

15 

2.675 

630 

16 

2.650 

640 

16 

2.625 

650 

16 

2.600 

660 

16 

2.575 

670 

16 

2.550 

680 

17 

2.525 

690 

17” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.3.2.1,  page  148,  as  follows. 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“14.3.2.1  Partial  Qualifier 

“14.3.2.1.1  Division  I.  An  entering  freshman  with  no  previ¬ 
ous  college  attendance  who  enrolls  in  a  Division  I  institution 
and  who  is  a  partial  qualifier  (as  defined  in  14.02.9.2)  may 
receive  institutional  financial  aid  (see  15.02.4.1  and 
15.5. 1.2.2)  that  is  not  from  an  athletics  source  and  is  based  on  financial  need 
only,  consistent  with  institutional  and  conference  regulations,  including 
athletically  related  financial  aid,  but  and  may  not  prac¬ 
tice  only  on  campus  or  at  the  institution  s  regular 
practice  facility  or  but  may  not  compete  during  the  first 
academic  year  in  residence.  However,  such  a  student  who  was  not  re¬ 
cruited  (per  13  02.9  1)  shall  not  be  eligible  for  regular-season  competition  and 
practice  but  shall  be  eligible  for  nonathletics  institutional  financial  aid,  provided 
there  is  on  file  in  the  office  of  the  athletics  director  certification  by  the  faculty  ath¬ 
letics  representative,  the  admissions  officer  and  the  chair  of  the  financial  aid 
committee  that  admission  and  financial  aid  were  granted  without  regard  to  athlet¬ 
ics  ability 

“ 14.3.2.1.1.1  Composition  of  Financial  Aid  Package  The  composition  of  a 
need-based  aid  package  provided  to  a  recruited  partial  qualifier  must  be 
consistent  with  the  established  policy  of  the  institution's  financial  aid  office 
for  all  students  and  must  satisfy  the  conditions  set  forth  in  15.4,9  (i.e.,  the 
same  composition  as  a  Division  III  financial  aid  package.) 

[Remainder  of  14.3.2.1  unchanged.] 

C.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.3,2.2.,  pages  148-149,  as  follows. 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“14.3.2.2  Nonqualifier 
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“14.3.2.2.1  Division  I.  An  entering  freshman  with  no  previ¬ 
ous  college  attendance  who  was  recruited Jper  13.02.9  i)  and  is  not  a 
qualifier  (as  defined  in  14  02.9.1 )  a  nonqualifier  per  14.02.9.4)  at 
the  time  of  enrollment  in  a  Division  I  institution  shall  not  be 
eligible  for  regular-season  competition  or  practice  or  institution’ 
ai  financial  aid  during  the  first  academic  year  in  residence.  How¬ 
ever,  such  a  student  who  was  not  recruited  (per  13.02  9. 1)  shall  not  be  elh 
gible  for  regular-season  competition  and  practice  but  shall  be  eligible  for 
nonathletics  institutional  financial  aid  that  is  not  from  an 
athletics  source  and  is  based  on  financial  need  only, 
consistent  with  institutional  and  conference  regula¬ 
tions,  provided  there  is  on  file  in  the  office  of  the  athletics  director  certification 
by  the  faculty  athletics  representative,  the  admissions  officer  and  the  chair  of  the 
financial  aid  committee  that  admission  and  financial  aid  were  granted  without  re¬ 
gard  to  athletics  ability” 

[Remainder  of  14.3.2.2  unchanged.] 

D.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.3.2.4,  page  149,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“14.3.2.4  Practice-Session  Attendance.  A  student-athlete  who  is 
not  a  qualifier  nonqualifier  in  Division  I  or  a  partial  qualifier 
or  nonqualifier  in  Division  II  and  who,  therefore,  is  not  eligi¬ 
ble  for  practice  may  not  attend  any  practice  sessions  in  any  ca¬ 
pacity,  nor  may  the  student-athlete  attend  any  meeting  charac¬ 
terized  as  practice  under  17.02.12.” 

E.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.3.3  by  adding  new  14.3.3.1,  page  149,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“14.3.3.1  Fourth  Season  of  Competition  —  Division  I.  A 
fourth  season  of  intercollegiate  competition  shall  be 
granted  to  a  partial  qualifier  (as  defined  in  14,02.9.2),  pro¬ 
vided  that  at  the  beginning  of  the  fifth  academic  year  fol¬ 
lowing  the  student-athlete’s  initial  full-time  collegiate  en¬ 
rollment,  the  student-athlete  has  fulfilled  the 
Association’s  satisfactory-progress  legislation.” 

F.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.3.4.1,  page  149,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“14.3.4.1  Division  I.  A  partial  qualifier  must  fulfill  an  aca¬ 
demic  year  of  residence  in  order  to  be  eligible  to  compete 
and  to  practice  away  from  the  institution.  A  nonqualifier  or 
a  partial  qualifier  must  fulfill  an  academic  year  of  residence  in  order 
to  be  eligible  for  practice,  competition  and  athletically  related  fi¬ 
nancial  aid  (see  14,3.2.1.1  and  14.3.2,2.1).  The  requirements  that 
must  be  met  to  fulfill  an  academic  year  of  residence  are  set  forth 
in  14.5.1.2  ” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  and  NCAA  Presidents  Commission. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995;  for  those  student-athletes  first  en¬ 
tering  a  collegiate  institution  on  or  after  August  1,  1995. 
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Rationale:  This  proposal  represents  a  compromise  that  meets  the 
concerns  of  those  who  emphasize  raising  initial  academic  eligi¬ 
bility  standards  to  achieve  higher  graduation  rates  and  those 
who  are  concerned  about  reduced  opportunities  for  athletics 
grants-in-aid,  especially  for  minority  student-athletes,  which 
likely  would  result  if  the  higher  standards  of  1992  Convention 
Proposal  No.  16  were  implemented.  It  continues  to  encourage 
prospective  student-athletes  to  strive  for  a  higher  standard  ot 
academic  preparation,  but  will  minimize  the  impact  on  student- 
athletes  who  may  not  meet  the  standardized  test  portion  ot  the 
Association’s  initial -eligibility  requirements^  In  particular,  re¬ 
search  shows  that  1992  Convention  Proposal  No.  16  likely  would 
have  a  disparate  impact  on  minority  student-athletes  who  score 
between  a  600  and  700  on  the  SAT  (15  to  17  on  the  ACT).  This 
proposal  will  change  the  definition  of  a  partial  qualifier  by  ex¬ 
tending  access  to  those  student-athletes  who  are  m  that  test- 
score  range,  with  appropriate  grade-point  averages.  Those  par¬ 
tial  qualifiers  will  be  able  to  attend  a  Division  I  institution  and 
receive  athletically  related  financial  aid  and  practice  but  not 
compete  as  freshmen.  They  also  will  have  the  opportunity  to 
earn  a  fourth  year  of  athletics  eligibility  if  they  meet  satisfacto¬ 
ry-progress  requirements. 

Action:  Adopted  as  amended  by  No.  36-1  B  and  C  by  Division  I  (255- 
72,  three  abstentions). 

*NO.  36-1  INITIAL-ELIGIBILITY  INDEX  —  DIVISION  I 

Intent:  To  specify  that  a  partial  qualifier  shall  earn  a  minimum  cu¬ 
mulative  core-curriculum  grade-point  average  of  2.500  in  13  core 
courses;  to  specify  that  a  partial  qualifier  shall  not  be  subject  to 
an  NCAA-established  minimum  standardized  test  score,  but 
shall  be  subject  to  the  minimum  test  score  required  by  the  insti¬ 
tution  for  admission,  if  any;  to  specify  that  a  partial  qualifier 
shall  engage  in  not  more  than  three  seasons  of  competition  in 
Division  I,  and  to  delay  the  implementation  of  the  new  definition 
of  a  partial  qualifier  until  August  1,  1996. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  Proposal  No.  36-A,  14.02.9.2,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“14  02  9  2  Partial  Qualifier  —  Division  I.  In  Division  I  a  partial 
qualifier  is  a  student  who  does  not  meet  the  requirements  for  a 
qualifier  but  who,  at  the  time  of  graduation  from  high  school, 
presents  a  the  following  cumulative  grade-point  average  and  the  corre¬ 
sponding  ACT  or  SAT  score  of  at  least  2.500  in  13  core  courses  and 
a  minimum  ACT  or  SAT  score,  if  any,  as  required  by  the 
institution  for  admission  in  accordance  with  14.1,5.1. 

“CoreGPA  SAT  ACT 

'•  2.750  &  above  600  15 
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2.675 

630 

16 

2.650 

640 

16 

2.625 

650 

16 

2.600 

660 

16 

2  575 

670 

16 

2  500 

680 

17 

2.525 

690 

1 1 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  Proposal  No.  36-E,  14.3.3. 1,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“  14,33  i  Fourth  Season  of  Competition  —  Division  I.  A  fourth  season  of  intercollegiate 
competition  shall  be  granted  to  a  partial  qualifier  (as  defined  in  14.02  9.2).  provided 
that  at  the  beginning  of  the  fifth  academic  year  following  the  student-athlete's  initial  full- 
time  collegiate  enrollment,  the  student-athlete  has  fulfilled  the  Association’s  satisfacto¬ 
ry-progress  legislation” 

C.  Bylaws:  Amend  Proposal  No.  36,  effective  date,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995  1996;  for  those  student-athletes 
first  entering  a  collegiate  institution  on  or  after  August  1,  1995 

1996." 

Source:  NCAA  Council  and  Presidents  Commission. 

Rationale:  This  proposal,  together  with  Proposal  No.  35-1,  further 
balances  the  need  for  strong  academic  standards  with  the  impor¬ 
tance  of  providing  access  to  education  through  intercollegiate 
athletics.  It  provides  the  opportunity  for  athletics  aid  and  prac¬ 
tice  during  the  freshman  year  to  those  who  have  shown  academ¬ 
ic  potential  through  course  work. 

Action:  Part  A  defeated  by  Division  I  (155-168,  six  abstentions). 
Part  B  adopted  by  Division  I  (164-152,  seven  abstentions).  Mo¬ 
tion  to  reconsider  defeated  (150-174,  two  abstentions).  Part  C 
adopted  by  Division  I  (255-58,  four  abstentions). 

NO.  37  (NO.  2-49)  PARTIAL  QUALIFIER  -  DIVISION  I 

Intent:  In  Division  I,  to  redefine  the  partial  qualifier  pursuant  to  cur¬ 
rent  initial-eligibility  standards  (i.e.,  “Proposition  48”)  while  in¬ 
creasing  the  minimum  number  of  core  courses  from  11  to  13,  and 
to  permit  partial  qualifiers  to  practice  up  to  10  hours  per  week 
and  receive  institutional  financial  aid  (including  athletically  re¬ 
lated  financial  aid)  during  their  first  academic  year  in  residence. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.02.9.2,  page  132,  as  follows 
[Division  1  only,  roll  call] 

“14.02.9.2  Partial  Qualifier  —  Division  I.  In  Division  I,  a  partial 
qualifier  is  a  student  who  does  not  meet  the  requirements  for  a 
qualifier  but  who,  at  the  time  of  graduation  from  high  school, 
presents: 

“(a)  aA  cumulative  minimum  grade-point  average  of  2.000  (based 
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on  a  4.000  scale)  in  a  successfully  completed  core  cur¬ 
riculum  of  at  least  13  academic  courses  per  14.3.1.3, 


including  the  following: 

“English  3  years 

“Mathematics  2  years 

“Natural  or  physical  science  2  years 

(including  at  least  one  laboratory 
course,  if  offered  by  the  high 
school) 

“Additional  courses  in  English,  mathe-  2  years 

matics  or  natural  or  physical  science 
“Social  science  2  years 

“Additional  academic  courses  2  years 


[in  any  of  the  above  areas  or  foreign 
language,  computer  science,  philoso¬ 
phy  or  nondoctrinal  religion  (e.g., 
comparative  religion)  courses] 

“The  record  of  the  above  courses  and  course  grades 
must  be  certified  on  the  high-school  transcript  or  by 
official  correspondence,  and 

“(b)A  minimum  700  combined  score  on  the  SAT  verbal 
and  math  sections,  or  a  minimum  composite  score  of 
17  on  the  ACT.  The  required  SAT  or  ACT  score  must 
be  achieved  under  national  testing  conditions  on  a 
national  testing  date  [i.e.,  no  residual  (campus)  test¬ 
ing  or  regional  testing  dates],” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.3.2.1.1,  page  148,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“14.3.2.1.1  Division  I.  An  entering  freshman  with  no  previous 
college  attendance  who  enrolls  in  a  Division  I  institution  and 
who  is  a  partial  qualifier  (as  defined  in  14.02.9.2)  may  receive 
institutional  financial  aid  (see  15.02.4.1  and  15,5,1.2.2)  that  is  not 
from  an  athletics  source  and  is  based  on  financial  need  only,  consistent  with  institution¬ 
al  and  conference  regulations,  including  athletically  related  finan¬ 
cial  aid,  but  and  may  not  practice  up  to  10  hours  per  week 
during  the  traditional  and  nontraditional  seasons,  or  but 
may  not  compete  during  the  first  academic  year  in  residence. 
However,  such  a  student  who  was  not  recruited  (per  13,02.9. 1)  shall  not  be  eligible  for 
regular-season  competition  and  practice  but  shall  be  eligible  for  nonathletics  institution¬ 
al  financial  aid ,  provided  there  is  on  file  in  the  office  of  the  athletics  director  certification 
by  the  faculty  athletics  representative,  the  admissions  officer  and  the  chair  of  the  finan¬ 
cial  aid  committee  that  admission  and  financial  aid  were  granted  without  regard  to  ath¬ 
letics  ability 

“  14.3,2, 1.1.1  Composition  of  Financial  Aid  Package .  The  composition  of  a  need- 
based  aid  package  provided  to  a  recruited  partial  qualifier  must  be  consistent 
with  the  established  policy  of  the  institution’s  financial  aid  office  for  all  students 
and  must  satisfy  the  conditions  set  forth  in  15  4.9  (i.e.,  the  same  composition  as 
a  Division  III  financial  aid  package.)” 


Legislative  Proposals 


A-45 


C.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.3.2.4,  page  149,  as  follows: 

{Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“14.3.2.4  Practice-Session  Attendance.  A  student-athlete  who  is 
not  a  qualifier  nonqualifier  in  Division  I  or  a  partial  qualifier 
or  nonqualifier  in  Division  II  and  who,  therefore,  is  not  eligi¬ 
ble  for  practice  may  not  attend  any  practice  sessions  in  any  ca¬ 
pacity,  nor  may  the  student-athlete  attend  any  meeting  charac¬ 
terized  as  practice  under  17.02.12.” 

D.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.3.4.1,  page  149,  as  follows: 

[Division  1  only,  roll  call] 

“14.3.4.1  Division  I.  A  partial  qualifier  must  fulfill  an  aca¬ 
demic  year  in  residence  in  order  to  be  eligible  to  compete 
and  to  practice  for  more  than  10  hours  per  week  during 
the  nontraditional  or  traditional  season.  A  nonqualifier  or  a 
partial  qualifier  must  fulfill  an  academic  year  of  residence  in  order  to 
be  eligible  for  practice,  competition  and  athletically  related  fi¬ 
nancial  aid  (see  14  32  1.1  and  14.3.2.2.1).  The  requirements  that 
must  be  met  to  fulfill  an  academic  year  of  residence  are  set  forth 
in  14.5.1.2.” 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Atlantic  Coast  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  In  anticipation  of  the  implementation  of  1992  NCAA 
Convention  Proposal  No.  16,  scheduled  for  August  1,  1995,  this 
proposal  will  permit  a  student-athlete  who  meets  current  initial- 
eligibility  standards  related  to  core-course  grade-point  averages 
and  standardized  test  scores  to  be  considered  a  partial  qualifier, 
provided  the  prospect  successfully  completes  13  core  courses. 
This  proposal  will  permit  a  partial  qualifier  to  practice  up  to  10 
hours  per  week  and  receive  athletically  related  financial  aid  dur¬ 
ing  the  student’s  freshman  year.  A  partial  qualifier  still  would  be 
considered  a  counter  and  also  would  be  permitted  not  more  than 
three  seasons  of  competition  in  Division  I  (see  Bylaw  14.3.3). 

Committee  Position  (Academic  Requirements  Committee): 

The  committee  voted  to  oppose  this  proposal  for  two  reasons. 
First,  it  believes  that  an  equally  weighted  index  of  core-curricu¬ 
lum  grade-point  averages  and  standardized  test  scores  is  the 
most  appropriate  basis  to  define  a  partial  qualifier.  Second,  the 
10-hour  limit  on  practice  for  partial  qualifiers  will  be  difficult  to 
monitor  and  may  present  serious  safety  concerns. 

Action:  Most. 

NO.  38  (NO.  2-58)  SATISFACTORY  PROGRESS  — 
REGULAR  ACADEMIC  YEAR 

[Note:  The  sponsors  have  indicated  their  intent  to  withdraw  the 
following  proposal.] 

Intent:  To  reduce  from  75  percent  to  72  percent  the  amount  of  satis¬ 
factory-progress  credit  hours  that  a  student-athlete  must  earn 
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during  the  regular  academic  year,  and  to  increase  from  25  per¬ 
cent  to  28  percent  the  amount  of  satisfactory-progress  credit 
hours  that  a  student  may  earn  during  the  summer. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.4.3.1.3,  pages  151-152,  as  follows. 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 

“14  4  3  1  3  Hours  Earned  During  Regular  Academic  Year.  The  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  shall  earn  at  least  75  72  percent  of  the  semester  or 
quarter  hours  required  for  satisfactory  progress  during  the  regu¬ 
lar  academic  year.  The  student-athlete  shall  earn  no  more  than  25 
28  percent  of  the  semester  or  quarter  hours  required  for  satisfac¬ 
tory  progress  during  the  summer  or  through  correspondence 
courses  taken  during  the  1993-94  academic  year  and  thereafter. 
[Remainder  of  14.4.3.1.3  unchanged.] 

Source:  Armstrong  State  College;  Augusta  College;  Columbus  Col¬ 
lege*  Francis  Marion  University;  Georgia  College;  Kennesaw 
State  College;  Pembroke  State  University;  University  of  South 
Carolina,  Aiken,  and  University  of  South  Carolina,  Spartanburg. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  If  we  assume  that  the  current  minimum  full-time  course 
load  at  an  institution  (quarter  or  semester)  is  12  credit  hours, 
then  a  full  load  for  an  academic  year  would  be  36  quarter  hours 
or  24  semester  hours.  Under  current  legislation,  a  student  must 
take  27  quarter  hours  or  18  semester  hours  during  the  regular 
academic  year  and  is  restricted  to  nine  quarter  or  six  semester 
hours  in  the  summer  and  by  correspondence.  A  typical  lull 
course  at  an  institution  on  the  semester  system  usually  is  wor 
three  credit  hours.  Therefore,  a  student  could  take  as  many  as 
two  full  courses  during  the  summer  or  by  correspondence,  bor 
an  institution  on  the  quarter  system,  each  full  course  often  is 
worth  five  credit  hours.  Since  current  legislation  allows  only 
nine  quarter  hours  of  summer  or  correspondence  course  work, 
these  students  could  only  make  up  a  single  full  class.  By  chang¬ 
ing  the  percentages  to  72  and  28,  a  student  could  take  as  many 
as  10  quarter  or  six  semester  hours  in  the  summer  or  by  corre¬ 
spondence.  This  would  allow  students  on  both  the  quarter  and 
semester  systems  to  take  two  full  courses  in  the  summer. 

Committee  Position  (Academic  Requirements  Committee): 

The  committee  voted  to  oppose  this  proposal.  A  student-athlete 
who  takes  a  regular  course  load  of  15  quarter  hours  per  term 
should  be  able  to  earn  the  requisite  27  “regular  academic  year 
hours.  The  satisfactory-progress  waiver  process  exists  to  address 
situations  of  legitimate  hardship. 

Action:  Withdrawn  in  Divisions  I  and  II. 

NO.  39  (NO.  2-59)  SATISFACTORY  PROGRESS  — 
“25/50/75”  RULE  -  DIVISION  I 

Intent.  To  replace  the  “25/50/75”  satisfactory-progress  rule  with  a 
specific  minimum  number  of  hours  that  a  student-athlete  must 

Legislative  Proposals  _ - - - - - ^  ^ 


pass  after  a  specific  term  in  order  to  be  eligible  for  competition. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.4.3.2.2,  page  153,  as  follows: 

[Division  1  only,  roll  call] 

“14.4.3.2.2  Student-Athletes  Entering  Collegiate  Institution  On 
or  After  August  1,  1992.  A  student-athlete  who  is  entering  his  or  her 
third  year  of  collegiate  enrollment  shall  have  completed  successfully  at  least  25  per¬ 
cent  of  the  course  requirements  in  the  student's  specific  degree  program.  A  student 
athlete  who  is  entering  his  or  her  fourth  year  of  collegiate  enrollment  shall  have  com¬ 
pleted  successfully  at  least  50  percent  of  the  course  requirements  in  the  student’s  spe¬ 
cific  degree  program.  A  student-athlete  who  is  entenng  his  or  her  fifth  year  of  collegiate 
enrollment  shall  have  completed  successfully  at  least  75  percent  of  the  course  require¬ 
ments  in  the  student's  specific  degree  program  shall  have  completed  suc¬ 
cessfully  the  following  number  of  hours  in  the  student  s 
specific  degree  program  after  completing  the 
corresponding  number  of  semesters/quarters,  as  certified 
based  on  the  student-athlete’s  academic  record  at  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  the  fall  term  or  at  the  beginning  of  any  other 
regular  term  of  that  academic  year: 

“Semester  System  Quarter  System 


No.  of 

No.  of 

No.  of 

No.  of 

Completed 

Degree 

Completed 

Degree 

Terms 

Hours 

Terms 

Hours 

4 

30 

6 

45 

5 

45 

7 

60 

6 

60 

8 

75 

7 

75 

9 

90 

8 

90 

10 

105 

9 

105 

11 

120 

12 

135 

13 

150 

14 

165” 

[Remainder  of  14.4.3.2.2  unchanged,] 

Source:  University  of  Arizona;  University  of  California,  Berkeley; 
University  of  California,  Los  Angeles;  University  of  Oregon;  Ore¬ 
gon  State  University;  University  of  Southern  California;  Stan¬ 
ford  University;  University  of  Washington,  and  Washington 
State  University. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  The  “25/50/75”  rule  is  enormously  complicated  and  re¬ 
quires  extensive  administrative  detail  to  monitor.  This  proposal 
would  replace  the  “25/50/75”  rule  with  a  chart  that  is  based  upon 
an  assumed  graduation  requirement  of  120  semester  or  180 
quarter  hours.  It  retains  the  basic  principles  of  the  present  rule 
while  establishing  an  identical  academic  standard  for  all  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  at  all  Division  I  institutions. 

Committee  Position  (Academic  Requirements  Committee): 

The  committee  voted  to  oppose  this  proposal.  First,  the 
“25/50/75”  rule,  which  involves  simple  division,  is  not  one  of  the 
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more  complicated  aspects  of  existing  satisfactory-progress  legis¬ 
lation.  Second,  the  proposal  is  based  upon  a  degree  program  re¬ 
quirement  of  120  hours.  However,  a  large  number  of  four-year 
degree  programs  require  in  excess  of  120  hours;  many  require  in 
excess  of  130  hours.  For  a  student  enrolled  in  one  of  these  pro¬ 
grams,  this  proposal  would  represent  a  significant  reduction  in 
the  amount  of  degree-applicable  hours  necessary  to  meet  satis¬ 
factory  progress  and  would  be  contrary  to  the  spirit  of  academic 
reform. 

Action:  Withdrawn  in  Division  I. 

NO.  40  (NO.  2-60)  TWO-YEAR  COLLEGE  TRANSFERS  — 
PARTIAL  QUALIFIER  OR 
NONQUALIFIER  —  DIVISION  I 

Intent:  In  Division  I,  to  require  a  two-year  college  transfer  student 
who  was  not  a  qualifier  to  fulfill  an  academic  year  in  residence 
at  the  certifying  institution  before  being  eligible  for  competition, 
and  to  maintain  the  current  academic  requirements  regarding 
eligibility  for  practice  and  institutional  financial  aid. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.5.4.1.2,  page  159,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“14.5.4.1.2  Partial  Qualifier  or  Nonqualifier.  The  student  who 
was  not  a  qualifier  (per  14.3.1.1)  is  not  eligible  for  competi¬ 
tion  during  the  first  academic  year  in  residence  at  the 
certifying  institution.  Such  a  student  is  eligible  for  institu¬ 
tional  financial  aid,  and  practice  and  competition  the  first  academic 
year  in  residence  only  if  the  student  has  graduated  from  the 
two-year  college,  has  completed  satisfactorily  a  minimum  of  48 
semester  or  72  quarter  hours  of  transferable  degree  credit  ac¬ 
ceptable  toward  any  baccalaureate  degree  program  at  the  certi¬ 
fying  institution  and  has  attended  a  two-year  college  as  a  full¬ 
time  student  for  at  least  three  semesters  or  four  quarters 
(excluding  summer  terms).  In  addition,  such  a  student  who  first 
enrolled  as  a  regular  student  in  a  two-year  institution  after  Au¬ 
gust  1,  1988,  must  have  a  cumulative  grade-point  average  of 
2.000  (see  14.5.4.4.3.2),” 

[Remainder  of  14.5.4. 1,2  unchanged.! 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Big  Ten  Conference  and  University  of 
Arkansas,  Fayetteville;  University  of  Florida,  and  Vanderbilt 
University. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995;  for  those  student-athletes  who  first 
enroll  at  a  two-year  collegiate  institution  on  or  after  August  1, 
1995. 

Rationale:  The  academic  performance  and  graduation  rates  of  two- 
year  college  transfers,  particularly  for  transfers  who  are  not 
qualifiers  upon  graduation  from  high  school,  are  areas  of  in¬ 
creasing  concern.  Requiring  a  two-year  college  transfer  who  was 
not  a  qualifier  to  fulfill  a  year  of  residence  will  provide  an  easier 
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academic  transition  and  allow  the  individual  to  demonstrate  sat¬ 
isfactory  progress  at  the  certifying  institution. 

Committee  Position  (Academic  Requirements  Committee): 
The  committee  voted  to  oppose  this  proposal  for  the  reasons 
cited  by  the  Presidents  Commission  and  the  Two-Year  College 
Relations  Committee.  The  committee  believes  that  student-ath¬ 
letes  select  two-year  institutions  for  a  variety  of  reasons  (e.g.,  to 
save  money,  to  attend  school  close  to  home)  and  some  may  not 
have  taken  a  standardized  test  in  order  to  be  considered  a  quali¬ 
fier  for  reasons  having  nothing  to  do  with  gaining  eligibility  for 
athletics.  Ultimately,  the  committee  believes  that  the  focus  of 
this  proposal  is  too  broad  and  does  not  treat  those  athletes  (e.g., 
those  who  compete  in  men’s  basketball  and  football)  whose  ac¬ 
tions,  as  a  group,  may  justify  the  consideration  of  more  stringent 
guidelines. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  I  (58-256,  one  abstention). 

NO  41  (NO.  2-61)  TWO-YEAR  COLLEGE  TRANSFERS  — 
PARTIAL  QUALIFIER  OR 
NONQUALIFIER  —  DIVISION  I 

Intent:  In  Division  I,  to  require  a  two-year  college  transfer  student 
who  was  not  a  qualifier  to  fulfill  an  academic  year  in  residence 
at  the  certifying  institution  before  being  eligible  for  competition; 
to  maintain  the  current  academic  requirements  regarding  eligi¬ 
bility  for  institutional  financial  aid,  and  to  permit  the  student  to 
be  eligible  for  not  more  than  10  hours  of  practice  per  week. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.5.4.1.2,  page  159,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only] 

“14  5  4  12  Partial  Qualifier  or  Nonqualifier.  The  student  who  was 
not  a  qualifier  (per  14.3.1.1)  is  not  eligible  for  competition 
during  the  first  academic  year  in  residence  at  the  certify¬ 
ing  institution.  Such  a  student  is  eligible  for  institutional  fi¬ 
nancial  aid,  and  not  more  than  10  hours  of  practice  and  competi¬ 
tion  per  week  during  the  first  academic  year  in  residence  only  if 
the  student  has  graduated  from  the  two-year  college,  has  complet¬ 
ed  satisfactorily  a  minimum  of  48  semester  hours  or  72  quarter 
hours  of  transferable  degree  credit  acceptable  toward  any  bac¬ 
calaureate  degree  program  at  the  certifying  institution  and  has 
attended  a  two-year  college  as  a  full-time  student  for  at  least 
three  semesters  or  four  quarters  (excluding  summer  terms).  In  ad¬ 
dition,  such  a  student  who  first  enrolled  as  a  regular  student  in  a 
two-year  institution  after  August  1,  1988,  must  have  a  cumulative 
grade-point  average  of  2.000  (see  14.5.4.4.3.2). 

[Remainder  of  14.5.4.1,2  unchanged.] 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Atlantic  Coast  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995;  for  those  student-athletes  who  first 
enroll  at  a  two-year  collegiate  institution  on  or  after  August  1, 
1995. 
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Rationale*  The  academic  performance  and  graduation  rates  of  two- 
year  college  transfers  particularly  for  transfers  who  are  not 
Qualifiers  upon  graduation  from  high  school,  are  areas  of  in¬ 
creasing  concern.  Requiring  a  two-year  college  transfer  who  was 
not  a  qualifier  to  fulfill  a  year  of  residence  will  provide  an  easier 
academic  transition  and  allow  the  individual  to  demonstrate  sat¬ 
isfactory  progress  at  the  certifying  institution. 

Position  (Academic  Requirements  Committee): 

°  The  committee  voted  to  oppose  this  Ye^r  College 

cited  bv  the  Presidents  Commission  and  the  Iwo-Year  u ou Lege 
Relations  Committee.  The  committee  believes  that  student-ath¬ 
letes  select  two-year  institutions  for  a  variety  of  reasons  (e.g.,  to 
save  money,  to  attend  school  close  to  home)  and  some  may  not 
have  taken  a  standardized  test  in  order  to  be  considered  a  quali¬ 
fier  for  reasons  having  nothing  to  do  with  gaml^  e  ,P  f 

athletics.  Ultimately,  the  committee  believes  that  the  focus  ot 
this  proposal  is  too  broad  and  does  not  treat  those  athletes  (e.g., 
those  who  compete  in  men’s  basketball  and  football)  whose  ac¬ 
tions,  as  a  group,  may  justify  the  consideration  of  more  stringent 
guidelines. 

Action:  Withdrawn  in  Division  I. 

NO  42  (NO  2-112)  FOOTBALL  —  DIVISIONS  I-A  AND  I- 
N0.4ZUNV  AA  ORIENTATION  PERIOD 

Intent:  In  Division  I  football,  to  change  the  length  of  the  orientation 
period  for  first-time  participants  from  two  to  four  days. 

Bylaws:  Amend  17.7.2.5,  page  263,  as  follows: 

[Federated  pnmsion,  Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA  football,  divided  vote, 

roll  call] 

«17  7  o  n  Orientation  Period  —  First-Time  Participants 
sions  I-A  SE  member  of  Division  I-A  or  I-AA  may  estab¬ 
lish  an  orientation  period  to  commence  two  four  days  prior  the 
start  of*  preseason  football  practice  for  those  st^udent-athletes 
who  are  beginning  their  initial  season  of  eligibility  for  football 
practice  at  the  institution. 

[17.7.2.5.1  unchanged.] 

“17  7  2  5  2  Counting  Sundays.  A  Sunday,  or  the  day  on 
which  it  is  permissible  under  17.7.8  4  to  issue  equipment 
and  take  squad  pictures,  shall  not  be  counted  in  this  two 
four-day  period.” 

Source-  University  of  Alabama,  Tuscaloosa;  Iowa  State  University; 
University  of  Kansas;  Kansas  State  University;  University  of 
Memphis-  University  of  Missouri,  Columbia;  University  of  Ne¬ 
braska  Lincoln;  University  of  Oklahoma;  Rutgers  University, 
New  Brunswick;  Syracuse  University;  University  of  Tennessee, 
Knoxville,  and  University  of  Wyoming. 

Effective  Date:  August  1, 1995. 


Legislative  Proposals 


A-51 


Rationale:  Allowing  first-time  participants  in  Division  I  football  to 
participate  in  a  four-day  orientation  period  would  benefit  the 
student- athlete  who  needs  time  for  adjustment.  This  orientation 
period  would  focus  on  the  student-athlete  as  an  integral  member 
of  the  academic  environment  on  campus.  Student-athlete  wel¬ 
fare,  including  acclimation  to  the  campus  and  university  policies 
and  procedures,  would  be  emphasized  during  this  time  prior  to 
settling  into  the  regimens  of  studying  and  athletics  competition. 
This  period  also  may  include  noncontact  practice  sessions  that 
would  prepare  the  student-athlete  to  become  an  integral  part  of 
the  team. 

Committee  Position  (Council  Subcommittee  on  Playing  and 
Practice  Seasons):  The  subcommittee  took  no  position  on  this 
proposal. 

Action:  Most  in  Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA. 

NO.  43  (NO.  2-113)  FOOTBALL  —  DIVISIONS  I-A  AND 
I-AA  ORIENTATION  PERIOD 

Intent:  Td  increase  the  orientation  period  from  two  to  three  days  for 
first-time  participants  in  Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA  football,  and  to 
specify  that  at  least  one  of  the  three  days  shall  be  designated  for 
the  sole  purpose  of  academic  orientation. 

Bylaws:  Amend  17.7.2.5,  page  263,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA  football,  divided  vote, 

roll  call] 

“17.7.2.5  Orientation  Period  —  First-Time  Participants  —  Divi¬ 
sions  I-A  and  I-AA.  A  member  of  Division  I-A  or  I-AA  may  estab¬ 
lish  an  orientation  period  to  commence  two  three  days  prior  to 
the  start  of  preseason  football  practice  for  those  student-athletes 
who  are  beginning  their  initial  season  of  eligibility  for  football 
practice  at  the  institution.  One  of  the  three  days  must  be  for 
the  sole  purpose  of  academic  orientation. 

[17.7.2.5.1  unchanged,] 

“17.7.2.5.2  Counting  Sundays.  A  Sunday,  or  the  day  on 
which  it  is  permissible  under  17.7.8.4  to  issue  equipment 
and  take  squad  pictures,  shall  not  be  counted  in  this  two 
three-day  period.” 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Big  Ten  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  1994  NCAA  Convention  Proposal  No.  46,  which  re¬ 
duced  the  orientation  period  from  four  days  to  two  days,  was 
narrowly  adopted  (58-55-1)  and  a  motion  to  reconsider  its  adop¬ 
tion  was  narrowly  defeated  (55-55-1).  This  proposal  attempts  to 
address  concerns  that  the  reduction  in  the  number  of  days  in 
the  orientation  period  did  not  allow  adequate  time  for  academic 
services  and  testing,  drug-education  seminars  and  other  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  welfare  issues  to  be  addressed  with  incoming  stu¬ 
dent-athletes. 
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Committee  Position  (Council  Subcommittee  on  Playing  and 
Practice  Seasons):  The  subcommittee  voted  to  support  this 
proposal. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I-A  (106-10)  and  Division  I-AA  (74-42, 
four  abstentions). 

NO  44  (NO  2-10)  DIVISION  II  COACHING  LIMITATIONS 
—  ALL  SPORTS 

Intent:  To  establish  coaching  limitations  in  all  Division  II  sports  as 
specified. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  11.02,  pages  51-54,  as  follows: 

(.Division  II  only,  roll  call] 

“11.02  DEFINITIONS  AND  APPLICATIONS 

[11.02.1  unchanged.]  . 

“11.02.2  Coach,  Head  or  Assistant.  A  head  or  assistant 
coach  is  any  coach  who  is  designated  by  the  institutions 
athletics  department  to  perform  coaching  duties  and  who 
serves  in  that  capacity  on  a  volunteer  or  paid  basis  with 
no  NCAA  limitations  on  earnings. 

[11.02.3  unchanged.]  ,  . 

“11  02  4  Coach,  Part-Time  Assistant.  A  part-time  assistant 
coach  is  any  coach  who  receives  compensation  or  remu¬ 
neration  from  the  institution’s  athletips  department  that 
is  not  in  excess  of  the  amount  of  a  full  grant-m-aid  at  that 
institution,  based  on  nonresident  tuition  and 
less  of  the  actual  residence  status  of  the  coach.  (!=>ee 
15.02.5  for  the  definition  of ‘full  grant-in-aid. )  This  defini¬ 
tion  applies  only  to  those  sports  that  have  limitations  on 
the  numbers  of  coaches  that  may  be  employed  (see  11.7). 
See  11.3.5  for  additional  restrictions  on  compensation, 
benefits  and  expenses  to  part-time  coaches. 

[11.02.4  renumbered  as  11.02.5,  unchanged.]  . 

“11.02.6  Coach,  Graduate  Assistant  —  Division  II.  A  gradu¬ 
ate  assistant  coach  is  any  coach  who  has^receweda  bac¬ 
calaureate  degree  and  is  a  graduate  student  enrol'^‘ 
at  least  50  percent  of  the  institutions  minimum  re6^ 
graduate  program  of  studies  and  qualifies  for  aPP01"‘' 
ment  as  a  graduate  assistant  under  the  policies  of  the  m- 
stitution.  The  individual  is  not  required  to  be  enrolled  in 
a  specific  graduate  degree  program  unless  required  by 
institutional  policy.  The  following  provisions  shall  apply, 
“(a)  The  individual  may  not  receive  compensationor  re¬ 
muneration  in  excess  of  the  value  of  a  full  grant-in- 
aid  for  a  full-time  student,  based  on  the  resident  sta- 
tus  of  that  individual; 

“(b)  Graduate  and  postgraduate  financial  assistance  ad- 
ministered  outside  the  institution  (e.g.,  NCAA  post- 
graduate  scholarship)  shall  be  excluded  from  the  in- 
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dividual’s  limit  on  remuneration,  provided  such  assis¬ 
tance  is  awarded  through  an  established  and  contin¬ 
uing  program  to  aid  graduate  students  and  the  donor 
of  the  assistance  does  not  restrict  the  recipient’s 
choice  of  institutions; 

“(c)  The  individual  may  not  serve  as  a  graduate  assistant 
coach  for  a  period  of  more  than  three  years; 

“(d)  Compensation  for  employment  from  a  source  outside 
the  institution  during  the  academic  year  shall  be  ex¬ 
cluded  from  the  individual’s  limit  on  remuneration, 
provided  the  institution  does  not  arrange  such  em¬ 
ployment  and  the  compensation  is  for  work  actually 
performed-  The  member  institution  may  not  arrange 
on-  or  off-campus  employment  opportunities  except 
for  summer  employment,  which  is  permissible  re¬ 
gardless  of  whether  the  student  remains  enrolled  in 
the  graduate  program  over  the  summer; 

“(e)  The  individual  may  receive  only  those  expenses  in¬ 
curred  on  road  trips  that  are  received  by  individual 
team  members,  and  only  those  expenses  incurred  in 
scouting  opponents  that  are  received  by  individual 
coaches  (see  11.6  for  limitations  on  scouting  of  oppo¬ 
nents).  However,  a  graduate  assistant  coach  may  ac¬ 
cept  employment  benefits  available  to  all  institution¬ 
al  employees  (e.g.,  life  insurance,  health  insurance, 
disability  insurance),  as  well  as  expenses  to  attend 
the  conventions  of  the  national  coaches  associations 
in  basketball  and  football,  without  the  value  of  those 
benefits  being  computed,  and 
“(f)  The  institution  may  provide  actual  and  necessary  ex¬ 
penses  for  the  individual’s  spouse  and  children  to  at¬ 
tend  an  NCAA  championship. 

“11.02.6.1  Replacement  of  Graduate  Assistant  Coach. 
The  compensation  or  remuneration  set  forth  in 
11.02.4  shall  be  charged  against  an  academic  year.  In 
Division  II  football,  once  the  amount  set  forth  in 
11.02.6-(a)  is  paid  to  a  graduate  assistant  coach  for 
that  academic  year,  additional  funds  may  not  be 
spent  on  a  replacement  until  the  start  of  the  next  aca¬ 
demic  year,  even  though  the  graduate  assistant  coach 
subsequently  leaves  the  institution’s  athletics  pro¬ 
gram  during  the  academic  year. 

“u.02.5  11.02.7  Coach,  Undergraduate  Assistant.  An  under¬ 
graduate  student-coach  is  any  coach  who  is  an  under¬ 
graduate  student-athlete  who  has  exhausted  his  or  her  el¬ 
igibility  in  the  sport  or  has  become  injured  to  the  point 
that  he  or  she  is  unable  to  practice  or  compete  ever 
again,  and  who  meets  the  following  additional  criteria: 
“(a)  Is  enrolled  at  the  institution  at  which  he  or  she  par- 
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ticipated  in  intercollegiate  athletics; 

“(b)  Is  participating  as  a  student-coac  wi  in 
semester  eligibility  period  (see  14.2), 

“(c)  Is  completing  the  requirements  for  his  or  her  bac 
calaureate  degree;  ,  _ 

“(f)  Is'not  involved  in  contacting  and  evaluating  ProsP®^ 

<f)  [fve  student-athletes  off  campus  or  scouting  oppo¬ 
nents  off  campus. 

“11  02.7.1  This  definition  applies  only  to  those  Jsfthat 
that  have  limitations  on  the  numbers  of  coaches  that 
may  be  employed  (see  11.7). 

[11  02  6  renumbered  as  11.02.8,  unchanged.] 

“1 1  02  9  Coach  Volunteer  —  Division  II.  A  volunteer  coac 

sssssESSaa* 

or  office  of  the  institution  provided: 

(a^  mensurate  *w^h°t^iar  re'ceive^ly'others1  perfcfrming 

those  same  or  similar  assignments; 

“fhl  The  time  devoted  to  those  duties  is  consi 
b  the  time  devoted  by  others  receiving  commensurate 
compensation  for  the  same  or  similar  assignments, 

“(c)  The  individual  is  qualified  for  and  is  performing  the 
duties  for  which  the  individual  is  compensated. 

“11  02  9  1  Travel  Expenses.  A  volunteer  coach  may 
ceVSe  transportation  to  and  from,  and  room  and 
board,  at  away  games. 

[11.02.7  renumbered  as  11.02.10,  unchanged.] 

B  Bylaws:  Amend  11.3  by  adding  new  11.3.5,  page  58,  renumber¬ 
ing  subsequent  sections,  as  follows: 

[Division  II  only,  roll  call] 

“11.3.5  Compensation,  Benefits  and  Expenses  to  Part- 
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Time  Coaches  —  Division  II.  See  11.02.4  for  definition  of 
part-time  coach. 

"11.3.5.1  Compensation  for  Performing  Other  Institu¬ 
tional  Duties.  A  part-time  coach  may  receive  compen¬ 
sation  for  performing  duties  for  another  department 
or  office  of  the  institution,  provided: 

"(a)  The  compensation  received  for  those  duties  out¬ 
side  the  athletics  department  is  commensurate 
with  that  received  by  others  performing  those 
same  or  similar  assignments; 

"(b)  The  ratio  of  compensation  received  for  coaching 
duties  and  any  other  duties  is  directly  propor¬ 
tionate  to  the  amount  of  time  devoted  to  the  two 
areas  of  assignment,  and 

"(c)  The  individual  is  qualified  for  and  is  performing 
the  duties  outside  the  athletics  department  for 
which  the  individual  is  compensated. 

"11,3.5.2  Reduction  in  Teaching  Load  to  Recognize 
Coaching  Involvement.  A  reduction  in  teaching  load 
or  other  responsibilities  outside  the  athletics  depart¬ 
ment  in  recognition  of  the  performance  of  coaching 
duties  for  the  athletics  department  but  without  a  re¬ 
duction  in  the  individual’s  compensation  from  that 
department  counts  as  compensation  from  the  athlet¬ 
ics  department.  Accordingly,  if  the  compensation  rep¬ 
resenting  the  reduction,  coupled  with  any  financial 
assistance  provided  by  the  athletics  department,  ex¬ 
ceeds  the  amount  set  forth  in  11.02.4,  the  individual  is 
considered  to  be  a  head  or  assistant  coach  and  count¬ 
able  in  that  category. 

"11.3.5.3  Replacement  of  Part-Time  Coaches.  The  com¬ 
pensation  or  remuneration  set  forth  in  11.02.4  shall 
be  charged  against  an  academic  year.  Once  the 
amount  set  forth  in  11.02.4  is  paid  to  a  part-time 
coach  for  that  academic  year,  additional  funds  may 
not  be  spent  on  a  replacement  until  the  start  of  the 
next  academic  year,  even  though  the  first  part-time 
coach  is  subsequently  disassociated  from  the  institu¬ 
tion’s  athletics  program. 

"11.3.5.4  Benefits.  It  is  not  permissible  for  a  part-time 
coach  to  receive  ‘common  coaching  benefits’  (e.g., 
country  club  memberships,  automobiles)  without 
counting  such  benefits  as  compensation  from  the  ath¬ 
letics  department.  Such  *benefits’  shall  be  counted  as 
compensation  from  the  athletics  department  and  com¬ 
puted  in  determining  whether  that  amount,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  any  other  compensation  received,  exceeds  the 
amount  set  forth  in  11.02.4.  However,  part-time  coach¬ 
es  may  accept  employee  benefits  available  to  all  insti- 
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tutional  employees  (e.g.,  life  insurance,  heaith  insur¬ 
ance,  disability  insurance)  and  complimentary  tick 
to  home  and  away  institutional  sporting  events  out- 
side  of  the  coach’s  sport  based  on  the  institution  s  pol¬ 
icy  for  other  athletics  department  employees  without 
the  value  of  those  benefits  being  computed. 

“11  3.5.5  Use  of  Automobiles.  It  is  not  permissible  fora 
part-time  coach  to  utilize  an  automobile  provided  by 
an  outside  agency  for  use  by  all  coaches  at  afreeor 
reduced  rate  without  exceeding  the  amount  set  forth 
in  11.02.4,  unless: 

“(a)  The  institution  reduces  the  coach’s  financial  aid 
bv  the  amount  of  the  lease  rate  charged  to  regu¬ 
lar  customers  by  the  outside  agency  or  compara¬ 
ble  leasing  or  rental  agency,  or 
“(b)  The  coach  pays  the  outside  agency  at  the  regular 
lease  or  rental  rate. 

“11.3.5.6  Expenses  Incurred  in  the  Performance  of 
Coaching  Duties.  A  part-time  coach  may  receive  the 
following  actual  and  necessary  expenses  incurred 

the  performance  of  coaching  duties: 

"(a)  Expenses  incurred  on  road  trips  by  the  team  that 
he  or  she  coaches; 

“(b)  Expenses  incurred  on  trips  taken  to  scout  oppo¬ 
nents; 

"(c)  Expenses  to  attend  the  conventions  of  the  nation¬ 
al  coaches  associations,  or 

“(d)  Expenses  for  the  coach’s  spouse  and  children  to 
attend  an  NCAA  championship.” 

C.  Bylaws:  Amend  11.7.1.1,  pages  61-62,  as  follows: 

[Division  II  only,  roll  call] 

“117  11  Designation  of  Coaching  Category.  An  individual 
who  coaches  and  either  is  uncompensated  or  receives 
compensation  or  remuneration  of  any  sort  from  the  inst 
tution,  even  if  such  compensation  or  remuneration  is  not 
designated  for  coaching,  shall  be  designated  as  a  hea 
coach,  assistant  coach,  part-time  assistant 
teer  coach,  graduate  assistant  coach  or  undergraduate 
assistant  coach  by  certification  of  the  institution. 

“11.7.1.1.1  Countable  Coach.  An  athletics  department 
staff  member  must  count  against  coaching  limits  as 
soon  as  the  individual  participates  (in  any  manner) 
in  the  coaching  of  the  intercollegiate  team  ^  prac¬ 
tice,  games  or  organized  activities  directly  related  to 
that  sport,  including  any  organized  staff  activity  di- 
rectly  related  to  the  sport. 

“11. 7. 1.1. 1.1  Noncoaching  Activities.  Institutional 
staff  members  involved  in  noncoaching  activities 
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(e.g.,  administrative  assistants,  recruiting  coordi¬ 
nators,  academic  counselors)  do  not  count  in  the 
institution's  coaching  limitations,  provided  such 
individuals  are  not  identified  as  coaches,  do^  not 
engage  in  any  on-  or  off-field  coaching  activities 
(e.g.,  attending  meetings  involving  coaching  ac¬ 
tivities,  analyzing  videotape  or  film  involving  the 
institution’s  or  an  opponent’s  team),  and  are  not 
involved  in  any  off-campus  recruitment  of 
prospects  or  scouting  of  opponents. 

[11.7.1.1.1.1.1  unchanged] 

*11,7.1.1,1.2  Replacement  Due  to  Extenuating  Cir¬ 
cumstances.  Subject  to  Council  approval,  an  insti¬ 
tution  may  replace  temporarily  or  on  a  limited 
basis  one  of  its  countable  coaches  if  the  coach  is 
unable  to  perform  any  or  all  of  his  or  her  duties 
because  of  extenuating  circumstances  (e.g.,  sus¬ 
pension,  prolonged  serious  illness,  pregnancy). 
The  replacement  coach  may  perform  only  those 
coaching,  administrative  or  recruiting  duties,  in¬ 
cluding  the  telephoning  of  prospective  student- 
athletes,  that  the  replaced  coach  is  unable  to  per¬ 
form. 

«H,7.1.1, 1.3  Use  of  Outside  Consultants.  An  insti¬ 
tution  may  hire  a  temporary  consultant  pro¬ 
vide  in-service  training  for  the  coaching  staff,  but 
no  interaction  with  student-athletes  is  permitted 
unless  the  individual  is  counted  against  the  appli¬ 
cable  coaching  limits. 

W11  7.1. 1.2  Placement  Within  Categories.  If  an  institu¬ 
tion  has  not  reached  its  limit  on  the  number  of  coach¬ 
es  in  any  category,  any  type  of  coach  may  be  counted 
in  that  category  (e.g.,  full-time),  provided  the  coach  s 
compensation  is  equivalent  to  or  below  the  level  of 
compensation  designated  for  that  category. 

*11.7.1, 1.3  Category  Limitations.  When  a  limit  is  set  on 
the  number  of  coaches  in  different  coaching  cate¬ 
gories  (i.e.,  head  coach,  full-time  assistant,  volunteer, 
graduate  assistant),  each  category  is  considered  to  be 
a  separate  limit.  However,  an  institution  over  the 
limit  in  one  category  may  not  continue  to  fill  vacan¬ 
cies  within  the  limitations  of  another  category. 

“11.7.1.1.3.1  Exception  Due  to  Previous  Contractu¬ 
al  Obligations.  An  institution  over  the  limit  in  one 
category  due  to  contractual  obligations  made 
prior  to  the  imposition  of  a  new  limit  may  contin¬ 
ue  to  fill  vacancies  within  the  limitation  in  anoth¬ 
er  category.  However,  only  the  number  of  coaches 
permitted  by  the  established  limit  may  recruit  or 
scout  off  campus,  and  the  member  institution 
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Bylaw.  "Zend  11.7  b,  adding  new  11.7.6  page  66,  as  fellows: 

ieemntyed  hy  ...  institution  in  each  .port  a^a 

“(a)  Football.  Eight  coaches  other  coaches  who 

““^“e-Sr,  S—  -  volun* 

•|b)  B^helbalb  Three  coacbes^towe^head 

tt.Tr  "p“ “to?,  graduate  a.alataut  or  volunteer 
“(c)  S^uirta  Other  Thau  Ba.k.tha.1  and  Football.  Two 

“uireil  Exceptions  to  Number  Limits.  No jndiv.duaf 

other  than  coaches  designs  e  particjpate  in  any 
ZZZVn  Z  coa'ching  ofthe  ‘"‘“““TpTaot.T  o°i 

the  following  exceptions.  ,  a  weight 

«11  7  ft  i  i  Weight  or  Strength  C  •  r.rlgiiig't 

sc—' SfSSSS 

tivities  prior  to  "*&**%£ dPac£ cities  without 
illl'ZZlVSZ'SZZ,  on  number  of 

“lf.TuTl.2  Undergraduate  Coach^^te  limits  on 

the  number  of  coaches  in  this  secuon 
apply  to  undergraduate  coaches  (see  1^.7),  and 

“11.7.6.1.3  Special  ^ttr*U®“  F^esTumitations 
tion  is permitte  .  .  ly  if  the  institution 

through  normal  attrition  on  y  a  writ- 

security-of-employment  commitment. 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Division  II  Steering  Committee). 

TCffpctive  Date:  August  1,  1996. 

Rationale:  The  eat.hliahmenk etching 
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programs.  In  response  to  a  cost-contamment  survey  created  by 
the  Division  II  Steering  Committee,  over  70  percent  of  the  re¬ 
spondents  indicated  support  for  such  a  proposal,  and  over  40 
percent  indicated  the  adoption  of  such  a  proposal  would  result  m 
moderate  or  significant  savings  at  their  institution.  The  proposal 
aims  to  establish  reasonable  limits  so  as  not  to  force  institutions 
to  add  personnel,  and  to  effectuate  cost  savings  without  inhibit¬ 
ing  the  quality  of  competition. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  II  (33-201,  one  abstention). 

NO.  44-1  DIVISION  II  COACHING  LIMITATIONS  — 

ALL  SPORTS 

Intent:  To  permit  a  Division  II  institution  to  utilize  the  services  of 
one  additional  volunteer  coach  in  basketball  and  an  unlimited 
number  of  volunteer  coaches  in  sports  other  than  football  and 
basketball. 

Bylaws:  Amend  Proposal  No.  44-D,  11.7.6,  as  follows: 

[Division  II  only,  roll  call] 

“11.7.6  Limitations  on  Number  —  Division  II  Sports.  There  shall 
be  a  limit  on  the  number  of  coaches  that  may  be  employed  by  an 
institution  in  each  sport  as  follows: 

[11.7.6-(a)  unchanged. 

“(b)  Basketball.  Three  Four  coaches  (one  head  coach,  one  full¬ 
time  assistant,  one  volunteer  assistant,  and  one  other 
coach  who  must  be  either  a  part-time,  graduate  assistant  or 
volunteer  coach). 

[11.7.6-(c)  unchanged.] 

“11.7.6.1  Exceptions  to  Number  Limits.  No  individual  other 
than  coaches  designated  to  fill  the  coaching  categories  set 
forth  in  11.7.6  may  participate  in  any  manner  in  the  coach¬ 
ing  of  the  intercollegiate  team  of  a  member  institution  dur¬ 
ing  any  game,  practice  or  other  organized  activity  in  the  ap¬ 
plicable  sport,  with  the  following  exceptions: 

[11.7,6,1.1  unchanged.] 

“11.7.6.1.2  Volunteer  Coach  —  Sports  Other  Than 
Football  and  Basketball.  In  sports  other  than 
football  and  basketball,  the  limitations  on  the 
number  of  coaches  in  this  section  do  not  apply  to 
volunteer  coaches  (see  11.02,9).” 

[11.7.6.1.2  and  11.7.6.1.3  renumbered  as  11.7.6.1.3  and 
11.7.6.1.4,  unchanged.] 

Source:  Augustana  College  (South  Dakota);  California  State  Univer¬ 
sity,  Chico;  Morningside  College;  North  Dakota  State  University; 
University  of  North  Dakota;  University  of  Northern  Colorado; 
Portland  State  University;  and  South  Dakota  State  University. 

Rationale:  It  is  not  desirable  to  count  an  additional  volunteer  coach 
in  basketball  or  any  volunteer  coaches  in  sports  other  than  foot- 
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ball  and  basketball  against  the  proposed  coaching  limitations. 
Action:  Defeated  by  Division  II  (83-150). 

NO.  45  (NO.  2-73)  FINANCIAL  AID  —  DIVISION  II 

Intent-  In  Division  II,  to  permit  a  student-athlete  in  specific  sports  to 
receive  financial  aid  up  to  the  cost  of  attendance  as  determined  by 
the  Federal  Needs  Analysis  Methodology;  to  limit  to  the  cost oi ^tu 
ition  and  fees  the  amount  of  institutional  aid  a  student-athlete 
may  receive  without  demonstrating  need  or  qualifying  for  an  hon¬ 
orary  academic  award;  to  calculate  equivalencies  in  specific  sports 
based  on  the  value  of  countable  aid  received  by  the  athlete  divided 
by  the  value  of  tuition  and  fees  for  the  student-athlete,  and  to  es 
tablish  new  equivalency  limits  in  selected  Division  II  sports. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  15.02.4.3,  page  181,  as  follows: 

{Division  II  only,  roll  call] 

“15  02  4  3  Exempted  Institutional  Financial  Aid.  The  following 
institutional  financial  aid  is  exempt  and  is  not  counted  in  deter¬ 
mining  a  student-athlete’s  full  grant-in-aid  or  m  the  institutions 
financial  aid  limitations: 

“(a)  An  honorary  award  for  outstanding  academic  achievement 
or  an  established  institutional  research  grant  that  meets 
the  criteria  set  forth  in  15.02.6  (and  in  Divisions  I,  II  and  III 
must  be  included  in  determining  if  the  student-athlete  s  cost 
of  attendance  has  been  met);” 

[  15.02. 4.3-(b)  and  15.02.4.3-(c)  unchanged.] 

Bylaws:  Amend  15.02.5,  page  182,  as  follows. 

[Division  II  only,  roll  call] 

“15.02,5  Full  Grant-in-Aid 

“15.02.5.1  Divisions  I  and  it.  A  full  grant-in-aid  is  financial 
aid  that  consists  of  tuition  and  fees,  room  and  board,  and  re¬ 
quired  course-related  books. 

“15.02.5,2  Division  II. 

“15,02.5.2.1  Division  II  Championships  Sports.  In 
the  Division  II  sports  set  forth  in  15.5.3.4  and 
15.5.3.5,  aid  based  on  athletics  ability  shall  not  ex¬ 
ceed  the  value  of  tuition  and  fees,  and  all  other 
institutional  aid  shall  be  based  upon  need  and 
shall  not  exceed  the  cost  of  attendance. 

“15.02.5.2.2  Other  Division  II  Sports.  A  full  grant-in- 
aid  in  the  Division  II  sports  set  forth  in  15.5.3.6  is 
financial  aid  that  consists  of  tuition  and  fees,  room 
and  board,  and  required  course-related  books. 
[15.02.5.2  renumbered  as  15.02.5.3,  unchanged.] 

C.  Bylaws:  Amend  15.02.6,  page  182,  as  follows: 

[Division  II  only,  roll  call] 

“15.02.6  Honorary  Academic  Award/Research  Grant.  An  hon- 
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orary  academic  award  for  outstanding  academic  achievement  or 
a  research  grant  is  an  award  that  meets  the  following  criteria: 
[15.02.6-(a)  through  15.02.6-(c)  unchanged,] 

“(d)  In  Divisions  I,  II  and  III,  the  award  or  grant  is  included  in 
determining  if  the  student-athlete’s  cost-of-attendance  limi¬ 
tation  has  been  met.” 

D.  Bylaws:  Amend  15.2.4,1,  page  185,  as  follows: 

[Division  II  only,  roll  call] 

“15.2,4.1  Pell  Grants.  A  student-athlete  may  receive  a  Pell 
Grant  in  combination  with  other  institutional  financial  aid,  pro¬ 
vided  the  overall  grant  total  does  not  exceed  the  value  of  a  full 
grant-in-aid  plus  $2,400  in  Division  I  institutions  or  $1,500  in 
selected  Division  II  institutions  sports  per  15.5.3.6,  or  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete’s  cost  of  attendance  per  15.01.7  (in  Division  I  insti¬ 
tutions,  as  determined  by  the  institution’s  regular  financial  aid 
authority),  whichever  is  less.  In  the  Division  II  sports  set 
forth  in  15.5.3.4  and  15.5.3.5,  a  student-athlete  may  re¬ 
ceive  a  Pell  Grant  in  combination  with  other  institutional 
aid,  provided  the  overall  grant  total  does  not  exceed  the 
student-athlete’s  cost  of  attendance  as  determined  by  the 
institution’s  regular  financial  aid  authority.” 

E.  Bylaws:  Amend  15.5.3.4,  pages  197-198,  as  follows: 

[Division  II  only,  roll  call] 

“15.5.3.4  Division  II  Maximum  Equivalency  Limits  —  Men’s 
Sports.  There  shall  be  a  limit  on  the  value  (equivalency)  of  finan¬ 
cial  aid  awards  (per  15  02.4.1)  tuition  and  fees  (fees  must  be  gener¬ 
al  or  course  related)  that  an  institution  may  provide  in  any 
academic  year  to  counters  in  each  the  following  Division  II 
men’s  sports,  as  follows: 


'Men’s  Sports 

Baseball . 

.  9.0  15 

Lacrosse . 

. 10.8  18 

Basketball . 

.  ...  13 

Rifle . 

. 3.6 

u  1993-94  academic  year  .  .  . 

.  .  .  11.0 

Skiing . 

. 63 

“  1 994-95  academic  year  and  after.  10  0 

Soccer . 

. 9616 

Cross  Country  only. 

. 7 

Swimming . 

. 6.7  15 

Cross  Country/Frack  . 

.  726  20 

Tennis . 

. 4.5  7 

[  Fencing . 

.  ...  4.5 

Volleyball . 

. 45 

'Football . 

.  ...  50 

Water  Polo . 

. 45 

“  1993-94  academic  year  ,  .  . 

.  .  .  38.0 

Wrestling . 

. 9.0  15” 

“  1994-95  academic  year  and  after .  36. 0 

“Golf . 3.6  7 

“ Gymnastics . 5  4 

“Ice  Hockey . 13.5  22 

F.  Bylaws:  Amend  15.5.3.5,  page  198,  as  follows: 

[Division  II  only,  roll  call] 

“15.5.3.5  Division  II  Maximum  Equivalency  Limits  —  Women’s 
Sports.  There  shall  be  a  limit  on  the  value  (equivalency)  of  fman - 
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cal  aid  awards  (per  15.024.1)  tuition  and  fees  (fees  must  be  gener- 
al  or  course  related)  that  an  institution  may^  provide  in  any 
academic  year  to  counters  in  each  the  following  Division  II 
women’s  sports,  as  follows: 


“Women’s  Sports 

“ Archery . 5.0 

“  Badminton  . . 50 

“Basketball . 13 

“  1993-94  academic  year . 11  0 

“  1994-95  academic  year  and  after .  7  0. 0 

“  Bowling . 50 

" Crew . 20  0 

“Cross  Country  only . 7 

“Cross  Country/Track  .  .  12.6  20 

“ Fencing . 4-5 

“Field  Hockey . 6  316 

“Golf . 5.4  7 


Ice  Hockey . 

Lacrosse . 9>d 

Skiing . 5  3 

Soccer . 9.9  IS 

Softball . 7.2  15 

Squash . 9*6 

Swimming . a  r  15 

Synchronized  Swimming . 5.0 

Team  Handball . 12-0 

Tennis . 6-°  7 

Volleyball . 6.6  13 

Water  Polo . 6.6” 


“ Gymnastics . 5.0 

G.  Bylaws:  Amend  15.5.3.5.1  and  15.5.3.5.2,  page  198,  as  follows: 
[Division  II  only,  roll  call] 

“  15.5.3.5. 1  Overall  Limit.  A  Division  II  institution  shall  not  provide  more  than  an  equiva¬ 
lent  of  60  total  awards  in  all  menfs  sports  other  than  football  and  basketball  in  any  aca¬ 


demic  year. 

“  15.5.3.5.2  Exception.  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  18  4.2.3.1,  a  Division  II  in¬ 
stitution  may  exceed  the  Division  II  maximum  awards  limitations  in  a  sport  in  which 
only  one  NCAA  championship  is  conducted  ” 

H.  Bylaws:  Amend  15.5,3  by  adding  new  15.5.3,6,  page  198, 
renumbering  subsequent  sections,  as  follows: 

[Division  II  only,  roll  call] 

“15.5.3.6  Division  II  Maximum  Equivalency  Limits 
Men’s  and  Women’s  Sports.  The  limit  on  the  value  (equiv¬ 
alency)  of  financial  aid  awards  (per  15.02.4.1)  that  an  in¬ 
stitution  may  provide  in  any  academic  year  to  counters 
in  sports  that  compete  for  National  Collegiate  Champi¬ 
onships  (per  18.3.1)  or  that  are  emerging  sports  (per 
20.02.5)  shall  be  identical  to  the  Division  I  limits  in  the 
applicable  sport  per  15.5.3.1  and  15.5.3.2.” 

I4  Bylaws:  Amend  15,5.3.6,  pages  198-199,  as  follows. 

[Division  II  only,  roll  call] 

“15.5.3.6  Equivalency  Computations.  In  equivalency  sports,  each 
institutional  financial  aid  award  (per  15.02.4,1)  to  a  counter 
shall  be  computed  as  follows: 

[15.5.3.6-(a)  through  15.5.3.6-(d)  and  15.5,3.6.1  unchanged.] 

“15.5.3.6,2  Exception  for  Division  II  Sports  Limited  to 
Tuition  and  Fees.  In  selected  sports  in  Division  II 
(per  15.5.3.4  and  15.5.3.5),  a  fraction  shall  be  created 
with  the  amount  of  all  countable  aid  received  by  the 
student-athlete  as  the  numerator  and  the  full  cost  of 


tuition  and  fees  for  that  student-athlete  as  the  de¬ 
nominator,  based  upon  the  actual  cost  of tuition i  and 
fees  for  all  students  at  that  institution.  The  sum  of  all 
fractional  and  maximum  awards  received  by  coun¬ 
ters  shall  not  exceed  the  total  limit  for  the  sport  in 
question  for  the  academic  year  as  a  whole. 

“15.5.3.6.3  Countable  Aid.  For  purposes  of  counting 
equivalencies  (per  15.5.3.6.2),  countable  aid  includes 
all  financial  aid  not  based  on  need  (athletes  and 
nonathletes),  except  for  exempted  aid  set  forth  in 
15.02.4.3  and  15.5.3.6.1.” 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Rocky  Mountain  Athletic  Conference 
and  Washburn  University  of  Topeka. 

Effective  Date:  August  1, 1999. 

Rationale:  A  trntion  and  fees  athletics  scholarship  equivalency  plan 
provides  a  method  by  which  many  institutions  may  contain  costs 
and  reallocate  funding  to  develop  or  enhance  new  athletics  pro¬ 
grams.  Tuition  and  fees  scholarship  equivalencies  would  be  used  in 
Division  II  sports  where  there  is  a  Division  II  championship.  Those 
sports  that  are  classified  as  National  Collegiate  Championship 
sports  or  emerging  sports  for  women  would  continue  to  utilize  cur¬ 
rent  grant-in-aid  equivalencies  until  there  is  a  separate  champi¬ 
onship  for  that  sport  in  Division  II.  This  is  because  some  Div'sion 
II  schools  would  have  to  play  against  Division  I  institutions  in  Na¬ 
tional  Collegiate  Championships  or  emerging  sports.  A  student- 
athlete  recruited  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  legislation  will 
be  allowed  to  continue  to  receive  aid  under  the  same  rules  in  etlect 
at  the  time  of  their  recruitment.  Many  Division  II  institutions  feel 
there  is  a  need  to  pursue  this  issue  sooner  rather  than  later  in 
order  to  provide  financial  savings  as  quickly  as  possible. 

Committee  Position  (Committee  on  Financial  Aid  and  Ama¬ 
teurism):  The  committee  recommends  that  the  sponsors  with¬ 
draw  this  proposal  to  allow  the  committee  to  conclude  its  study 
of  need-based  financial  aid.  The  committee  noted  that  it  would 
be  premature  to  act  on  need-based  financial  aid  without  having 
specific  information  about  its  impact,  which  the  committee  s  sur¬ 
vey  data  will  provide.  The  committee  directed  the  staff  to  inform 
the  sponsors  that  it  has  no  intentions  of  evading  the  issue  but 
rather  will  present  a  status  report  to  the  1995  Convention  and 
propose  legislation,  if  warranted,  for  the  1996  Convention.  The 
committee  agreed  to  oppose  this  proposal  if  not  withdrawn. 

Action:  Referred  to  NCAA  Committee  on  Financial  Aid  and  Ama- 
teurism  by  Division  II  (183-46,  three  abstentions). 

NO  46  (NO.  2-84)  MAXIMUM  AWARDS  —  DIVISION  II 
BASKETBALL 

Intent:  To  increase  the  maximum  number  of  grants-in-aid  in  Divi¬ 
sion  II  men’s  and  women’s  basketball  from  10  to  12. 


A-64 


1995  Convention  Proceedings 


A.  Bylaws:  Amend  15.5.3.4,  pages  197-198,  as  follows. 

[Division  II  only,  roll  call] 

“15  5  3  4  Division  II  Maximum  Equivalency  Limits  —  Mens 
Snorts  There  shall  be  a  limit  on  the  value  (equivalency)  of  fi- 
Sp^i  iirf  awards  (Der  15  02.4.1)  that  an  institution  may  pro- 
vkkf  in  any  Semi^ear  to  counters  in  each  Division  II  men’s 

sport,  as  follows; 

“Men’s  Sports; 

“Basketball 

“  1994-95  academic  year  and  after .  .  10.0 
[Remainder  of  15.5.3.4  unchanged.] 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  15.5.3.5,  page  198,  as  follows: 

[Division  II  only,  roll  call] 

“15  5  3  5  Division  II  Maximum  Equivalency  Limits  —  Women  s 
Snorts  There  shall  be  a  limit  on  the  value  (equivalency)  of  fi- 

women’s  sport,  as  follows. 

“Women’s  Sports: 

“Basketball  ion” 

u  1994-95  academic  year  and  after  .  .  10.0  L4.V 

[Remainder  of  15.5.3.5  unchanged.] 

KentiKky  University,  Pace  University  and  Univers.t,  of  South- 
em  Indiana. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately.  t 

Rationale  The  reduction  in  athletics  grants-in-aid  for  men  s  and 
Rationale,  ine reu  created  a  philosophical  dilemma.  In  a 

ZT thaUs  Played  a  large  number  of  high-school  students, 

Sesstas  been  sism"""'1*  reduced.  In  aM.Mon.je.s.tiv^  to 

u 'prlSTand  SpS.lndthe  opportunity  to  enhance  racial 

hie  with  the  philosophy  of  their  institution  and  Division  II.  1  he 
results  of  these  business  decisions  negatively  impact  the  welfa 

of  student-athletes. 

C°™ eurisin V  TTie’cornmittee’voted  “opp^sSSf 'pmptaHo  allow 
the ’committee  toe  to  complete  its  study  of  grant-hmit  pen¬ 
nies  The  committee  noted  that  this  action  to  not  support  an  in 
crease  in  theTant  limit  at  this  time  would  no  necessan  y  deny 
access  for  student-athletes  because  Division  II  basketball  is 
equivalency  sport. 
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Action:  Part  A  defeated  by  Division  II  (31-198,  one  abstention). 

NO  47  (NO.  2-115)  SPRING  FOOTBALL  PRACTICE  - 
DIVISION  II 

Intent:  To  eliminate  spring  football  practice  in  Division  II. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.7.4,  page  263,  as  follows. 

[Division  II  football  only,  roll  call! 

“17.7.4  End  of  Playing  Season.  A  member  institution’s  last  con¬ 
test  (game  or  scrimmage)  with  outside  competition  in  football 
shall  not  be  played  outside  the  traditional  segment  (Division  III) 
or  after  the  second  Saturday  or  Sunday  in  December  (Divisions  I 

and  II),  except  for  the  following: 

“(a)  Spring  Practice  Scrimmage  —  Divisions  I  and  //.  One  scrim¬ 
mage  or  contest  at  the  conclusion  of  spring  practice,  provid¬ 
ed  the  game  is  with  a  team  composed  of  bona  fide  alumni  or 
students  or  both,  and” 

[Remainder  of  17.7.4  unchanged.) 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.7.5.2,  page  264,  as  follows. 

[Division  II  football  only,  roll  call] 

“17  7  5  2  Annual  Exemptions.  The  maximum  number  of  football 
contests  shall  exclude  the  following  (see  Figure  17-10): 

“(a)  Spring  Game  —  Divisions  I  and  n.  One  contest  at  the  conclu¬ 
sion  of  the  spring  practice  period  [see  17.7.4-(a)l,  provi  e 
the  contest  is  against  a  team  composed  of  bona  fide  alumni 
or  students  or  both;” 

[Remainder  of  17.7.5.2  unchanged.] 

C.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.7.6,  pages  265-266,  as  follows. 

[Division  II  football  only,  roll  call] 

“17.7.6  Out-of-Season  Practice.  Out-of-season  practice  in  football 
is  prohibited,  except  for  the  following: 

[17.7.6-(a)  unchanged.] 

Spnng  Practice  -  Division  II.  In  Division  II,  15  postseason  practice  sessions  [m- 
eluding  intrasquad  scrimmages  and  the  spring  game  permitted  m  17.7.5  2-(a)j 
are  permissible,  provided  they  are  conducted  within  a  period  of  29  consecutive 
calendar  days,  omitting  vacation  and  examination  days  officially  announced  on 
the  institution's  calendar  and  days  dunng  which  the  institution  is  closed  due  to  in¬ 
clement  weather,  with  no  practices  permitted  on  Sundays  Any  such  practice  ses¬ 
sions  held  dunng  vacation  days  may  not  be  of  longer  duration  than  those  nor¬ 
mally  held  when  academic  classes  are  in  session.  Only  10  of  the  15  sessions 
may  involve  contact.  A  student-athlete's  participation  in  countable  athletically  re¬ 
lated  activities  (see  1 7.02. 1. 1)  during  the  spnng  practice  penod  shall  be  limited  to 
a  maximum  of  four  hours  per  day  and  20  hours  per  week, 

[17.7.6-(c)  through  17.7.6-(f>  relettered  as  17.7.6-(b)  through 
17.7.6-(e),  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Division  II  Steering  Committee). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 
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Rationale:  The  proposed  elimination  of  spring  football  practice  fur¬ 
thers  one  of  the  primary  objectives  of  the  reform  movement, 
which  is  to  reduce  the  cost  of  operating  intercollegiate  athletics 
programs.  In  response  to  a  cost-containment  survey  conducted 
by  the  Division  II  Steering  Committee,  a  majority  of  Division  II 
institutions  that  sponsor  football  programs  indicated  support  for 
such  a  proposal  and  further  indicated  that  its  adoption  would  re¬ 
sult  in  moderate  or  significant  savings  at  their  institutions.  In 
addition,  in  a  study  conducted  by  the  NCAA  Committee  on  Com¬ 
petitive  Safeguards  and  Medical  Aspects  of  Sports,  the  data  indi¬ 
cated  that  the  average  injury  rate  for  spring  football  practice 
over  the  last  six  years  is  more  than  double  that  for  fall  practice. 
In  1989-90,  when  Division  II  spring  football  practice  consisted 
only  of  noncontact  sessions,  the  Division  II  spring  injury  rate 
was  similar  to  the  fall  practice  injury  rate.  Thus,  the  proposed 
legislation  is  in  the  best  interests  of  the  safety  of  the  student- 
athlete.  Finally,  eliminating  spring  practice  is  consistent  with 
another  of  the  goals  of  the  reform  movement,  which  is  to  reduce 
the  amount  of  time  student-athletes  are  required  to  be  involved 
in  athletically  related  activities  and  allow  them  to  enjoy  a  more 
complete  college  experience. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  II,  42-95,  three  abstentions). 

NO.  48  (NO.  2-117)  PRESEASON  SCRIMMAGE  — 

DIVISION  in  FOOTBALL 

Intent:' To  permit  a  Division  III  institution  to  exempt  participation 
in  one  preseason  football  scrimmage  against  outside  competition 
from  its  maximum  number  of  football  contests,  provided  the 
scrimmage  is  conducted  in  privacy  without  publicity  or  official 
scoring. 

Bylaws:  Amend  17.7.5.2,  pages  264-265,  as  follows: 

[Division  III  only,  roll  call] 

“17,7.5.2  Annual  Exemptions.  The  maximum  number  of  football 
contests  shall  exclude  the  following  (see  Figure  17-10): 
[17.7.5,2-(a)  through  17.7.5.2-(g)  unchanged.] 

“(h)  Division  III  Preseason  Scrimmage.  One  informal  pre¬ 
season  practice  scrimmage  against  outside  competi¬ 
tion  (conducted  in  privacy  without  publicity  or  offi¬ 
cial  scoring).” 

[17.7.5.2-(h)  through  17.7,5.2-(p)  relettered  as  17.7.5.2-(i) 
through  17.7.5.2-(q),  unchanged.] 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Ohio  Athletic  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  In  Division  III,  allowing  institutions  to  exempt  an  infor¬ 
mal  practice  scrimmage  in  the  sport  of  football  would  be  sensible 
for  many  reasons.  First,  Division  III  has  fewer  retention  and 
graduation-rate  problems.  Second,  football  student- athletes  miss 
less  class  time  than  most,  if  not  all,  other  student-athletes. 
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Games  usually  are  played  on  Saturdays  and  travel  usually  does 
noUnterfere  with  class  time.  Third,  because  football  is  a  contact 
sport  giving  players  the  opportunity  to  “tune-up  for  the  season 
is  a  wise  notion  for  their  physical  well-being.  Fourth  a  football 
scrimmage  would  allow  the  opportunity  for  Division  III  officials 
to  g?t  reldy  for  the  season.  At  the  last  NCAA  Convention  the 
Division  III  membership  approved  expanded  oppor¬ 

tunities  for  all  other  fall  sports:  cross  country  field  hockey  soc- 
cer  and  women’s  volleyball.  The  same  opportunity  should  be 
made  available  to  football  student- athletes- 

Committee  Position  (Council  Subcommittee  on  Playing  and 
Practice  Seasons):  The  subcommittee  took  no  position  on  this 
proposal. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  III  (116-124,  41  abstentions).  Motion  to 
reconsider  defeated  (112-139,  23  abstentions). 

NO  49  (NO  2-118)  MAXIMUM  NUMBER  OF  CONTESTS 
NO.  49  UNU.  DIVISION  III  FOOTBALL 

Intent'  In  Division  III  football,  to  permit  student-athletes  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  each  academic  year  in  not  more  than  40  quarters  of  com¬ 
petition,  excluding  tie-breaker  periods,  rather  than  10  contests. 

Bylaws:  Amend  17.7.5.1.2,  page  264,  as  follows: 

[Division  III  only,  roll  call] 

“17.7.5.1.2  Maximum  Limitations  —  Student-Athlete.  An  individ¬ 
ual  student-athlete  may  participate  in  each  academic  year  in  n 
more  than  11  football  contests  in  Divisions  I  and  II  and  in  not 
more  than  io  football  games  40  quarters,  excluding  tie-breaker 
periods,  in  Division  III.  This  limitation  includes  those  contests 
Fn  which  the  student-athlete  represents  the  institution  in  accor¬ 
dance  with  17.02.8,  including  competition  as  a  member  of  the 
varsity,  junior  varsity  or  freshman  team  of  the  institution. 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Iowa  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Confer- 
ence. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale-  This  legislation  will  give  an  opportunity  for  football  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  who  participate  on  a  limited  basis  in  varsity  con¬ 
tests  the  opportunity  to  also  play  in  junior  varsity  and  freshman 
games.  Too  often,  younger  players  only  have  the  opportunity  to 
play  in  a  varsity  game  on  special  teams  or  late  in  a  contes  w 
the  final  outcome  of  the  game  has  been  determined.  This  r 
would  promote  the  development  of  better  players  and  a  safer 
game  through  more  legitimate  game  experience. 

Committee  Position  (Council  Subcommittee  on  Playing  and 
Practice  Seasons):  The  subcommittee  voted  to  oppose  this  pro- 
posal. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  III  (60-175,  41  abstentions). 
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NO.  50  (NO.  2.130.  MEMBERSHIP  CLASSIFICATION  - 

Intent:  Te  establish  . 

scheduling  requirements,  Q  onnlicable  to  Divisions  I 

cess. 

A  Bylaws:  Amend  Bylaw  20,  pages  347-375,  as  follows: 

[Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 

“20.01  GENERAL  PRINCIPLES 

“20  01.2  DiSneM]embership.  Each  active 
'ndDtSo^ 

permitted  under  specified  circumstances  (see  2  .  ). 

[20.02  unchanged.] 

“20  1  DETERMINATION  OF  DIVISIONS 

[Remainder  of  20.1,  20.2,  20.3  and  20.4  unchanged.] 

“20™  CHANGE  OF  DIVISION  MEMBERSHIP 

“20  5  1  Reclassification  Options.  A  member  institution  may  re- 

membership  to  either  Division  I  or  Division  III. 

[Remainder  of  20  unchanged.] 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  Bylaw  20  by  adding  new  20.12,  page  374,  as  fo  - 

^Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote, 

“20.12  DIVISION  IV  MEMBERSHIP  REQUIREMENTS 

“20  12  1  Football  Scheduling  Requirement.  A  member 
of  Division  IV  shall  schedule  and  play  70  percent  of 
its  football  contests  against  institutions  that  m 
requirements  for  membership  in  Division  IV. 
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“20  12.2  Football  Attendance  Requirements.  The  insti¬ 
tution  must  meet  the  following  attendance  require- 

“(a)  The  institution  shall  have  averaged  at  least 
20,000  in  paid  attendance  per  home  football  game 
in  the  immediate  past  three-year  period,  and 

“(b)  The  stadium  utilized  regularly  for lnstltu' 

’  tion’s  home  games  during  the  football  season 
being  evaluated  shall  contain  a  minimum  of 
30,000  permanent  seats. 

“20  12.2.1  Conference  Exception  to  Paid-Atten- 

darice/Permanent-Seat  Requirements.  Axi  mstitu- 
tion  that  fails  to  meet  the  home-attendance  re¬ 
quirement  or  the  permanent  seat  requirement  set 
forth  in  20.12.2-(a)  and  (b)  may  become  a  member 
of  Division  IV  if  it  holds  membership  in  a  member 
conference  (which  conducts  championship  com¬ 
petition  in  the  sport  of  football)  in  which .  at  least 
seven  of  the  conference  member  institutions 
sponsor  footbaU  and  more  than  half  of  the  foot¬ 
ball-playing  conference  member  institutions  meet 
both  20. 12.2- (a)  and  (b). 

.  “20.12.3  Application  of  NCAA  Legislation.  Members  of 
Division  IV  shall  apply  those  provisions  of  Bylaws  11 
(Conduct  and  Employment  of  Athletics L  ^onneD, ,12 
(Amateurism),  13  (Recruiting),  14  <Elig £»|ity,  Aca 
demic  and  General  Requirements),  15  (Financial  Aid  , 
16  (Awards,  Benefits  and  Expenses  for  Enrolled  Stu¬ 
dent-Athletes)  and  17  (Playing  and  Practice  Seasons) 
applicable  to  Division  1  and  Division  1-A. 

C.  Constitution:  Amend  Constitution  4.02,  by  adding  new  4.02.1, 

page  21,  renumbering  subsequent  sections,  as  follows. 

(Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote,  roll  call) 

“4  02  1  Representatives  of  Division  IV.  For  purposes  of 
thfs  section  representatives  of  Division  IV  member  insti¬ 
tutions  rnTy  serve  in  positions  allocated  for  representa- 
SiS  I  institutions,  and  shall  be  counted  a. 
Division  I  representatives. 

D.  Bylaws:  Amend  21.1,  pages  379-380,  as  follows. 

I  Common  provisions,  all  divisions,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 

“21  1  GENERAL  MEMBERSHIP  REQUIREMENTS,  DUTIES 
AND  OPERATING  PROCEDURES 

“The  following  provisions  apply  to  all  committees  listed  in 
bylaw  except  as  noted  herein. 

“2111.  Eligibility  for  Membership 

“21.1.1.1  Representatives  of  Division  IV.  F°r  purposes 
of  this  bylaw,  representatives  of  Division  IV  memb 
institutions  may  serve  in  positions  allocated  for  rep- 
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tentative,  at  Division  I  and  shall  be  counted  aa  Di- 

BlT U  and  21.1.1.2  renumbered  as  21.1.1.2.  and  21.1.1.3, 

and  remainder  of  21.1,  unchanged.) 

E.  Bylaws:  Amend  18.4  by  adding  new  18.4.1,  page  332,  renum  er- 

inc  subsequent  sections,  as  follows.  n  m 

^„7'baU:'pT„S„Sraadr .Sjlb, ,  subject  .0  the  same  el- 
igibility  criteria  as  members  of  Division  l. 

F.  Constitution:  Amend  5.3.12,  page  40,  as  follows. 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote,  roll  call) 

“5  3  12  Recission  Process,  Federated  Provisions  ,. 

-5.3.12.1  ^“ta u  £ 

any  division  (other  than  tao  P  Convention 

“y ^‘“Ktadel  b?  a  two  th?rds  vote*  of  the  delegates 
and  may  be  rescm  y  an  ac|mlnistrative  regula- 

E"ecaS 'regulation  adopted  by  any  division  to 

which  it  applies.” 

[Remainder  of  5.3.12  unchanged.] 

Source:  East  Carolina  SE2 

SESSifiBK* VSSS£.  university  and  Texas 
Tech  University. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995.  ,.rH.s 

Rationale:  Institutions Maligned  in  a 
programs  and  have  sxmjar  P^op^^  ^  ^  fo  reor. 

smaller  unit  to  address  the  or  disturbing  the  cur- 

reXrKa  for  Divisions ££££  Sj 

fbotban.SDivUionIV members  would 

SSJ hitTS^Tr^ 

for  complete  lepslative  aut  y  estabUsh  a  similar  au- 

and  also  enables  other  aiv  provide  a  structure  of  gov- 

tonomous  structure.  Division A  own  council  and  the  ability  to 

regulate  revenue  distribution.  It  is  estimated  that  80  to  85  insti¬ 
tutions  would  qualify  for  Division  IV  membership. 

C*“h« 

Action:  Referred  to  Oversight  Committee  on  the  NCAA  Membership 
Structure  (766-40,  seven  abstentions). 
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NO  51  (NO.  2-144)  RESOLUTION:  NCAA  MEMBERSHIP 
W,S  1  STRUCTURE  AND  GOVERNANCE 

[All  divisions,  common  vote,  roll  call] 

“ Whereas ,  as  reflected  in  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  13  at  the 
1994  NCAA  Convention,  there  is  membership-wide  interest  in  con¬ 
sidering  alternative  membership  structures  that  might  better  ad- 

dr6S“(l)  The  financial  conditions  that  impact  higher  education  and 
intercollegiate  athletics; 

“(2)  The  challenge  created  by  the  commitment  of  NCAA  institu¬ 
tions  to  provide  gender  equity  in  athletics,  and 
“(3)  The  expressed  desire  of  some  members  for  greater  program¬ 
wide  homogeneity  within  voting  member  classifications;  and 
“Whereas,  underlying  this  interest  is  the  strong  belief  of  many 
knowledgeable  individuals  that  the  current  governance  structure  is 
inadequate  to  respond  effectively  to  our  most  pressing  issues,  name 

ly; 

"(1)  Full  and  unbiased  access  to  athletics  and  academic  opportu- 
mties; 

“(2)  Appropriate  initial-  and  continuing-eligibility  standards; 

“(3)  Proper  balance  between  academics  and  athletics  in  the 
higher  education  context;  and 
“(4)  Sound  fiscal  management  and  control;  and 
“Whereas,  there  presently  exists  a  majority  view  that  the  current 
governance  model  is  deficient  in  the  following  respects: 

“(1)  Structure:  That  the  Convention  approach  to  governance  is 
outmoded  and  ineffective,  and  that  the  current  NCAA  mem¬ 
bership  classification  requirements  are  inflexible  and  overt¬ 
ly  expensive;  . 

“(2)  Presidential  control:  That,  given  the  belief  that  meaningful 
presidential  control  is  essential,  methods  for  enhancing  and 
formalizing  that  control  at  the  national,  governance  and  in¬ 
stitutional  levels  are  necessary,  and  that  the  historic  NCAA 
governance  structure  hampers  effective  presidential  leader¬ 
ship  and  authority;  and 

“(3)  Legislative  access:  That  the  current  bureaucracy,  through 
an  arcane  committee  structure,  inhibits  the  appropriate  ex- 
ercise  of  conference  and  institutional  control,  and  that  e 
participation  of  faculty  athletics  representatives,  athletics 
directors,  senior  woman  administrators  and  coaches  can  be 
effectively  incorporated  in  a  revised  structure;  and 
“Whereas,  there  exists  a  universal  view  as  to  the  positive  value 
of  intercollegiate  athletics  throughout  all  classifications,  and  the  be¬ 
lief  by  the  proponents  of  this  resolution  that  revenue  sharing  and  ac¬ 
cess  to  all  NCAA  Division  I  Championships  and  support  for  Divi¬ 
sions  II  and  III  activities  are  important  and  shall  be  constitutionally 
guaranteed;  and 
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“Whereas  there  presently  exists  a  significant  tension  regarding 
the  governance  structure  resulting  from  the  disproportionate  invest¬ 
ment?  and  corresponding  financial  and  public  exposure  relating  to  in¬ 
tercollegiate  athletics,  among  institutions  within  Division  I, 

“Now  Therefore,  Be  It  Resolved,  that  the  special  committee  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  NCAA  Joint  Policy  Board  to 
tonic  oresent  to  the  membership  for  action  at  the  199b 
vention  a  proposed  governance  restructuring  approach  that  propor¬ 
tionately  recognizes  and  politically  empowers  those  institutions  and 
conferences *itf accordance” with  their  financial  and  competitive  equity 
in  the  Association.” 

Source-  All  members  of  the  Big  Ten;  Southeastern  and  Western  Ath¬ 
letic  Conferences;  and  the  University  of  Arizona;  Arizona  State 
University;  University  of  California,  Berkeley;  University  of 
Oregon-  Oregon  State  University;  University  of  Southern  Cali- 
fonfia;  Stanford  University;  University  of  Washington;  and 
Washington  State  University. 

Action:  Withdrawn. 

♦NO  52  (NO.  2-132)  DIVISION  III  PHILOSOPHY 
STATEMENT 

Intent:  To  revise  the  Division  III  philosophy  statement  as  indicated. 

Bylaws:  Amend  20.11,  pages  371-374,  as  follows: 

[Division  III  only,  roll  call] 

“20  11  DIVISION  III  MEMBERSHIP  REQUIREMENTS 
“DIVISION  III  PHILOSOPHY  STATEMENT 

“Colleges  and  orwersrt.es  in  Division  III  place  highest  pnonty  on  the  overall  quality  of 
the  educational  experience.  In  so  doing,  they  seek  to  strengthen  the •  integration  o 
lechves  and  programs  in  athletics  with  academic  and  developmental  objectives  and  to 
assure  the  integration  of  athletes  with  other  students 

“The  following  statement  is  not  binding  on  member  institutions  but  shall  serve  as  a 
guide  tor  the  preparation  of  legislation  by  the  division  and  lor  planning  and  mplemen- 
tation  of  programs  by  institutions  and  conferences 

“ Division  III  member  msUtutions  place  special  importance  on  the  impact  of  athletics  on 
the  participants  rather  than  on  spectators  and  place  greater  emphasis  on 
constituency  (students,  alumni  and  special  friends)  than  on  the  general  public  and 
entertainment  needs.  To  achieve  this  end.  the  athletics  program  in  Division  III. 

“(a)  Encourages  participation  by  maximizing  the  number  and  vanety  of  athletics  op - 
portunities  in  varsity,  club  and  intramural  sports , 

>i  Ensures  that  participants  receive  the  same  treatment  as  other  students.  They 
have  no  unique  privileges  in  admissions,  academic  adv.3.ns  co0rSe  setecrto^ 
grading,  living  accommodations  or  financial  aid.  Similarly,  athletes  are  not  denied 
rights  and  opportunities  that  would  be  available  to  them  as  nonathletes, 

“(c)  Is  controlled,  financed  and  staffed  through  the  same  general  procedures  as  other 
departments  of  the  coilege; 

“(d)  Gives  equal  emphasis  to  men’s  and  women’s  sports,  and  the  desired  quality  of 
competition  is  similar  in  all  sports.  Partrcipant  interests  will  be  one  factor  consid- 
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ered  in  the  detection  of  the  level  of  support  provided  by  the  college  to  each 

“fe,  Supports  students  in  their  efforts  to  reach  htgh  levels  of  performance  by  provid¬ 
ing  them  with  adequate  facilities,  competent  coaching  and  appropnate  competi¬ 
tive  opportunities  with  students  from  similar  institutions,  and 
Gives  pnmary  emphasis  to  in-season  competition,  but  exceptional  teams  and  in- 

dividuals  may  be  encourages  through  postseason  championshp 

“The  oumose  of  the  NCAA  is  to  assist  its  members'to  develop  this  approach  as  the 

"S'  and  universities  in  Division  III  place  highest 

priority  on^the  overall  quality  of  the^  educational  evpen- 

once  and  on  the  suc^soiu.  c  p ^  maintain 

rn«vTonPmeKuThS  nlS^n  thle*. 

d7versHdy  and^ender11 equity  among  their  student-athletes 
and  athletics  staff. 

“To  achieve  this  end,  Division  III  institutions: 

“(a)  Place  special  importance  on  the  impact  of  athletics 
(  on  the participants  rather  than  on  the  spectators  and 
place  greater  emphasis  on  the  internal  co"s^  * 
(students,  alumni,  institutional  personnel)  than  on 
the  general  public  and  its  entertainment  , 

“(b)  Award  no  athletically  related  financial  aid  to  any  stu- 

«t„\  rwouraee  the  development  of  sportsmanship  and 
(C>  pSe  societal  attitudes  in  all  constituents,  includ- 
Fng  student-athletes,  coaches,  administrative  perso 
nel  and  spectators;  ...  ,  , 

«/j\  Fnrourace  participation  by  maximizing  t  e  num  er 
(  )and  varfety  of  athletics  opportunities  for  their  stu- 

“(e)  Assure  that  the  actions  of  coaches  and  administrators 
11  SS  um  openness  and  honesty  .»  the.r  rul.. 

tionships  with  student-athletes,  ,  f 

“(f)  Assure  that  athletics  participants  are  not  treated  dif- 
1  ferently  from  other  members  of  the  student  body, 

“(v)  Assure  that  athletics  programs  support  the  lnstitu- 
®  lion’s  educational  mission  by  financing,  staffing  an 

contr<dHngathen  programsthroughthc 

procedures  as  other  departments  of  the  institution, 
“(hi  Provide  equitable  athletics  opportunities  for  males 
‘  ’Sd  female"  and  give  eqn.l  emphasis  to  men'a  and 
women’s  sports; 
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“(i)  Give  primary  emphasis  to  regional  in‘®®ason  comPeti 

SSSSS 

petitive  opportunities.  .  * 

[Remainder  of  20.11  unchanged.] 

0  vrcA  a  Council  and  NCAA  Presidents  Commission  (Task 

S°XceNto  ^iewthe  D^fsion  111  Philosophy  Statement). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

“gsISliSilisJ 

of  proposals  to  restructure  D.vts.on  III. 
Action:  Adopted  by  Division  III,  273-11,  throe  abstenhens. 


Awards/Benetits 


NO.  53  (NO.  2-88) 


Intent:  To  permit  conferences  to  provide  an  award  to  honor  a  confer¬ 
ence  “player  of  the  week”  or  “player  of  the  game. 

Bylaws:  Amend  16.1.4.4,  pages  209-210,  as  follows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 

“lfi  1  4  4  Specialized  Performance  in  Single  Contest  or  During 

SSf.S&KE  it  SniSiotSth  as  a ,  b-Jjj.  f.™ 

rimmsmsss. 
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conference  or  organization  to  provide  any  other  tangible  item 
or  award  ” 

Source:  NCAA  Council;  all  members  of  the  Metro  Atlantic  Athletic 
Conference,  Boston  University,  Central  Connecticut  State  Uni¬ 
versity,  Hamilton  College,  Mt.  Holyoke  College,  U.S.  Merchant 
Marine  Academy,  Pace  University,  Siena  College,  Tufts  Universi¬ 
ty  and  West  Chester  University 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  This  proposal  provides  an  opportunity  for  a  conference  to 
recognize  and  honor  student- athletes  within  the  conference  for 
performances  during  a  limited  period  of  time.  It  also  limits  the 
value  of  the  certificate,  plaque  or  medal  to  less  than  $50, 

Committee  Position  (Committee  on  Financial  Aid  and  Ama¬ 
teurism):  The  committee  took  no  position  on  this  proposal. 

Action:  Adopted. 

NO.  54  (NO.  2-89)  AWARDS  —  CONFERENCE  “ATHLETE 
OF  THE  YEAR” 

Intent:  To  permit  conferences  to  pay  the  actual  and  necessary  ex¬ 
penses  of  a  student-athlete’s  parents  or  legal  guardians,  and 
spouse  to  attend  the  presentation  of  the  conference’s  “athlete  of 
the  year”  award. 

Bylaws:  Amend  16.1.7.5,  page  211,  as  follows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 

“16.1.7.5  Conference  Awards.  A  conference  or  its  member  insti¬ 
tutions  may  provide  actual  and  necessary  expenses  for  a  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  to  travel  to  the  conference  office  or  other  site  to 
receive  a  conference  award.  In  addition,  the  conference 
may  provide  actual  and  necessary  expenses  for  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete’s  parents  (or  legal  guardians)  and  spouse  to 
attend  the  presentation  of  the  conference’s  male  or  fe¬ 
male  “athlete  of  the  year,”  award  to  the  student-athlete, 
provided  not  more  than  one  male  and  one  female  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  receive  such  an  award  per  academic  year.” 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Gulf  South  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  Denying  the  parents  and  spouse  of  student-athletes  from 
less  affluent  backgrounds  the  opportunity  to  attend  a  once-in-a- 
lifetime  awards  ceremony  such  as  the  conference  “athlete  of  the 
year”  because  of  financial  status  is  unfair.  When  a  student-ath¬ 
lete  earns  such  unique  recognition  from  the  entire  conference,  it 
should  be  permissible  to  provide  these  expenses.  There  is  no  re¬ 
cruiting  advantage  of  any  kind  because  the  award  recipients  are 
determined  at  the  conference  level. 

Committee  Position  (Committee  on  Financial  Aid  and  Ama¬ 
teurism):  The  committee  took  no  position  on  this  proposal. 

Action:  Adopted. 
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NO  55  (NO.  2-91)  EXPENSES  —  LIFE-THREATENING 
INJURY  OR  ILLNESS 

Intent-  Tb  permit  an  institution  to  pay  the  travel,  housing  and  meal 
expenses  for  a  student-athlete  or  for  a  student-athletes  teammates 
to  be  present  in  the  event  of  a  life-threatening  illne ss,  inJury  or 
death  to  the  immediate  family  member  of  a  student-athlete. 

A  Bylaws:  Amend  16.6.1.2  by  adding  new  16.6.1.2.1,  page  216,  as 
follows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  votej 

“16.6.1.2.1  Immediate  Family  Member  of  Student-Ath- 
lete.  An  institution  may  pay  transportation,  housi  g 
and  meal  expenses  for  a  student-athlete  and  t  ,00. 
dent-athlete’s  teammates  to  be  present,  within  a 
mile  radius  of  the  institution’s  campus,  in 
which  an  immediate  family  member  of  the  student-ath 
lete  (i  e.,  spouse,  parent  and  legal  guardian,  siste  , 
brother)  suffers  a  life-threatening  injury  or  iUmh  «. 
the  event  of  an  immediate  family  member  s  death,  to 
provide  the  student-athlete  and  the  student-athlete  s 
teammates  with  expenses  in  conjunction  with  funeral 
arrangements.  A  preexisting  relationship  must  exist  be¬ 
tween  the  student-athlete’s  teammates  and  the  deceased 
or  injured  individual.” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  16.10.1.5  by  adding  new  16.10.1.5.1,  page  220, 
as  follows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 

“16.10.1.5.1  Immediate  Family  Member  of  Student-Ath¬ 
lete.  An  institution  may  pay  transportation,  housing 
and  meal  expenses  for  a  student-athlete  and  the  stu 
dent-athlete’s  teammates  to  be  present,  within  a  100- 
mile  radius  of  the  institution’s  campus,  in  situations  in 
which  an  immediate  family  member  of  the  student-ath- 
lete  (i  e.,  spouse,  parent  and  legal  guardian,  sister, 
brother)  suffers  a  life-threatening  injury  or  illness  or,  in 
the  event  of  an  immediate  family  member  9 
provide  the  student-athlete  and  the  student-athlete  s 
teammates  with  expenses  in  conjunction  with  fu 
arrangements.  A  preexisting  relationship  must  exist  be 
tween  the  student-athlete’s  teammates  and  the  deceased 
or  injured  individual. 5 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Mid-Continent  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale-  Since  an  institution  is  permitted  to  pay  expenses  for  the 
parents  spouse  or  teammates  of  a  student-athlete  to  be  present 
Ff  the  student-athlete  suffers  a  life-threatening  injury,  illness  or, 
in  the  event  of  the  student-athlete’s  death,  the  mstitution  also 
should  be  permitted  to  pay  the  same  expenses  for ^  st udent-ath- 
letes  and  their  teammate(s)  to  return  home  m  the  event  of  a 
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life-threatening  injury  to,  or  illness  or  death  of,  a  student-ath 
lete’s  immediate  family  members.  An  institution  should  be  au¬ 
thorized  to  assist  its  athletes  in  mourning  a  member  ot  their 
immediate  family  or  that  of  a  teammate,  if  the  institution  de¬ 
sires.  Presently,  institutions  must  request  an  mcidentahex- 
pense  waiver  to  obtain  such  emergency  funds,  which  the  NCAA 
routinely  approves.  This  proposal  seeks  to  reduce  a  process  that 
costs  precious  time  in  an  urgent  situation,  and  to  reduce  the  ad¬ 
ministrative  duties  of  NCAA  staff  members.  It  is  the  institu¬ 
tion’s  decision  if  or  when  to  grant  the  funds.  This  amendment  is 
noncontroversial  in  nature. 

Committee  Position  (Administrative  Committee):  The  commit¬ 
tee  expressed  concern  that  the  proposal  is  too  open-ended 
that  it  would  allow,  at  an  institution’s  discretion,  an  entire  inter¬ 
collegiate  athletics  team  to  attend  the  funeral  of  a  teammate  s 
relative  or  to  be  with  such  an  individual  who  is  suffering  a  life- 
threatening  injury  or  illness.  The  committee  believes  that  an  in¬ 
dependent  entity  should  be  evaluating  such  situations  m  order 
to  determine  whether  an  institution  should  be  allowed  to  pay  ex 
penses  for  such  a  purpose.  The  committee  encouraged  the  spon¬ 
sors  to  modify  the  language  of  this  proposal  to  indicate  th 
there  should  be  some  sort  of  preexisting  association  with  the 
family  member  who  is  deceased  or  suffering  a  life-threatemng 
injury  or  illness  (e.g.,  roommate,  teammate,  friend  from  high 
school  or  college)  in  order  for  a  student-athlete  s  teammate  to  re¬ 
ceive  such  expenses.  [Note:  The  sponsors  did  modify  this  pro¬ 
posal  as  suggested.] 

Action:  Adopted. 

NO  56  (NO.  2-92)  TRAVEL  EXPENSES  -  VACATION 
PERIOD 

Intent-  To  reinstate  the  travel-expense  exception  for  travel  following 
regular-season  competition  that  occurs  during  a  vacation  period. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  16.7.2.1,  pages  216-217,  as  follows. 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 

“16  7.2.1  Exceptions.  The  time  limitations  related  to  the  provisions 
of  travel  expenses  do  not  apply  in  the  following  circumstances: 

[16. 7. 2.1 -(a)  and  16.7.2.1-(b)  unchanged.] 

“(c)  Travel  prior  to  and  following  regular-season  competition 
that  takes  place  during  the  institution’s  official  vacation  pe¬ 
riod  during  the  academic  year;” 

[Remainder  of  16.7.2.1  unchanged.] 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  16.8.1.2.1.1,  pages  217-218,  as  follows. 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 
“16.8.1.2.1.1  Exceptions.  These  travel-expense  restrictions  do 
not  apply  in  the  following  circumstances: 

[16.8.1.2.1. l-(a)  and  16.8.1.2.1.1-(b)  unchanged.] 
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riod  during  the  academic  year; 

[Remainder  of  16.8.1.2.1.1  unchanged.] 

Source:  AH  members  of  the  Big  Ten  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Trass** 

SlSTaS"  »■><!  *»  “7“ 

^  u  i-n  fViA  institution  providing  meals  and  lodging  at  t 

mmmmi 

student-athletes  to  enhance  their  athletics  experience. 

its  merits.  \ 

Action:  Adopted. 

NO.  57  (NO.  2-98)  ~ 

bowl  game. 

Bylaws:  Amend  16.8.1.5,  pages  218-219,  as  follows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 
ft  i  ^  inri dental  Expenses  at  Championships  and. 

to  the  site  of  the  championship  or  postseason  bowl  contes  . 

[Remainder  of  16.8.1.5  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Council;  University  of  Arizona;  Arizona  State  Um- 
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versitv  University  of  California,  Berkeley;  University  of  Califor¬ 
nia3  Los  Angeles;  University  of  Oregon;  Oregon  State  University; 
University  of  Southern  California;  Stanford  University,  and 
Washington  State  University. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  The  current  $10  limit  for  ^ | A  Tha m pT- 
Denses  for  student-athletes  competing  in  NCAA  champi 
onships  and  certified  postseason  football  bowl  games  is  inade¬ 
quate!  has  not  been  changed  since  1983  and  often  require 
student-athletes  to  spend  their  own  money! f°r  ^ •“ 

dentals.  This  proposal  is  supported  by  the  NCAA  special 

Events  Committee. 

Committee  Position  (Executive  Committee):  The  committee 
voted  to  support  this  proposal. 

Action:  Adopted. 

NO  *58  (NO  2-90)  CLEARINGHOUSE  FEE  —  NON- 
N0‘  (  '  RECRUITED  STUDENT-ATHLETE  — 

DIVISION  I 

Intent-  To  permit  a  Division  I  institution  to  pay  the  fee  charged  by 
the  NCAA  Initial-Eligibility  Clearinghouse  to  establish  the  ini¬ 
tial-eligibility  status  of  a  nonrecruited  student-athlete. 

Bylaws:  Amend  16.3.2,  page  213,  as  follows: 

[Division  1  only] 

“16.3.2  Permissible.  Academic  and  other  support  services  that 
may  be  financed  by  an  institution  are: 

[16  3  2-(a)  through  16.3.2-(h)  unchanged.] 

“m  Fees  charged  by  the  NCAA  Initial-Eligibility  Clear¬ 
inghouse  to  establish  the  initial-eligibility  status  of  a 
nonrecruited  student-athlete  (per  13.02.9). 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  to  Oversee  Implementa¬ 
tion  of  the  NCAA  Initial-Eligibility  Clearinghouse). 

Effective  Date:  August  1, 1995. 

Rationale-  This  legislation  will  expedite  the  clearinghouse’s  certifi¬ 
cation  of  the  initial-eligibility  status  of  true 

ly  manner,  without  creating  a  recruiting  advantage  for  member 
institutions. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  I. 

Eligibility 

NO  59  (NO.  2-53)  ELIGIBILITY  —  MINIMUM  FULL- 
N  TIME  ENROLLMENT 

Intent:  To  permit  a  student-athlete  to  engage  in  practice  sessions 
during  the  first  week  of  classes  even  if  that  student  is  enrolled 
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in  less  than  a  minimum  full-time  program  of  studies. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.1.6.1  by  adding  new  14.1.6.1.5,  page  134,  as  follows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 

“14  1  6.1.5  Exception  —  Practice  During  First  Week  of 
Class.  A  student-athlete  may  practice,  but  may  not  com- 
nete  during  the  institution’s  first  five  days  of  classes  if 
the Student-athlete  is  enrolled  in  less  than  a  minimum 
Ml-tJme  pro^m  of  studies,  provided  the  student  is  oth¬ 
erwise  eligible  under  all  institutional,  conference  and 
NCAA  requirements.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  and  all  members  of  the  Pacific- 10  Confer¬ 
ence. 

Effective  Date:  August  1, 1995. 

Rationale:  Many  institutions  have  adopted  telephone  registration 
for  all  students  but,  because  of  system  and  financial  constrai  , 
manv  students  are  not  fully  enrolled  on  the  first  day  of  classes  in 
those  courses  they  wish  to  take.  Student-athletes  therefore  must 
enrdlTn  any  course  to  be  eligible  to  practice,  and  then  dunng 
the  drop-add  period,  try  to  enroll  in  the  courses  they  either  need 
or  desire.  Permitting  those  student-athletes  to  practice  dunng 
that  first  week  of  classes,  even  if  enrolled  in  less  than  a  full-time 
program  would  eliminate  the  student-athletes  need  to  enroll  in 
“InW  course  that  is  later  dropped  in  favor  of  the  more  desirable 
course  This  would  increase  the  availabilityof  those  courses  for 
“her  students  and  avoid  the  costs  to  the  student-athletes  of 
drop-add  fees. 

Committee  Position  (Academic  Requirements  ^mittee): 
The  committee  voted  to  support  this  proposal.  The  advent  ot  tele 

phone  and  on-line  computer  registration  hav®  sl^Sr  ScceS- 
oromised  the  ability  of  institutional  personnel  to  monitor  success 
fully  the  full-time  enrollment  status  of  student-athletes  during 
the  Virst  week  of  classes.  In  addition,  the  scope  of  this  proposal 
appropriately  is  limited  to  practice,  rather  than  competition. 

Action:  Adopted. 

NO.  60  (NO.  2-54)  FULL-TIME  ENROLLMENT 

Intent-  To  allow  Division  I  student-athletes  in  team  sports  who  par¬ 
ticipate  in  specified  non-NCAA  postseason  championship  events 
the  same  full-time  enrollment  and  degree  status  exceptions  as 
students  who  participate  in  NCAA  championships  and  to  elimi¬ 
nate  the  one-day-off-per-week  restrictions  far q 
specified  non-NCAA  postseason  championship  events  in  team 

sports. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.1.6.2.2.1,  page  134,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only] 

“14  1  6  2  2  1  Exceptions.  The  following  exceptions  to  the  mini¬ 
mum  12-semester-  or  12-quarter-hour  enrollment  are  permitted. 
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“(a)  Final  Semester/Quarter.  A  student-athlete  may  compete 
while  enrolled  in  less  than  a  minimum  full-time  program  o 
studies,  provided  the  student  is  enrolled  in  the  tinal 
semester  or  quarter  of  the  baccalaureate  program  and  the 
institution  certifies  that  the  student  is  carrying  (for  credit) 
the  courses  necessary  to  complete  degree  requirements,  the 
student  granted  eligibility  under  this  provision  shall  be  eli¬ 
gible  for  any  NCAA  championship,  and  in  Division  I,  for 
any  postseason  certified  bowl  game  or  National  Invi- 
tation  Tournament,  that  begins  within  60  days  following 
said  semester  or  quarter,  provided  the  student  has  not  ex¬ 
hausted  the  five  years  or  10  semesters  for  completion  of  the 
individual’s  four  seasons  of  eligibility  (see  14.2).  Thereafter, 
the  student  shall  forfeit  eligibility  in  all  sports  unless  the 
student  completes  all  degree  requirements  during  that 
semester  or  quarter  and  is  eligible  to  receive  the  baccalaure- 
ate  diploma  on  the  institution’s  next  degree-granting  date. 
The  Council,  or  a  committee  designated  by  the  Council  to 
act  for  it,  may  waive  the  60-day  requirement  when  an 
NCAA  championship,  postseason  certified  bowl  game  or 
National  Invitation  Tournament  is  conducted  at  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  the  traditional  playing  season  but  begins  more 
than  60  days  following  the  end  of  said  term. 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.1.8.2.2,  page  135,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only] 

“14  1  8  2  2  NCAA  Championship  Following  Last  Term  of  Eligibil¬ 
ity.  A  student-athlete  who  is  eligible  during  the  term  m  which  de¬ 
gree  work  is  completed  (or  is  eligible  as  a  graduate,  per  14.1.  . 
remains  eligible  for  any  NCAA  championship,  and  in  Division 
I  for  any  postseason  certified  bowl  game  or  National  Invi¬ 
tation  Tournament,  that  begins  within  60  days  after  the  end  of 
the  term  in  which  the  student  completes  the  requirements  for  the 
degree  (or  graduate  eligibility).  The  Council,  or  a  committee  des¬ 
ignated  by  the  Council  to  act  for  it,  may  waive  the  60-day  re¬ 
quirement  when  an  NCAA  championship,  postseason  certified 
bowl  game  or  National  Invitation  Tournament  is  conducted 
at  the  conclusion  of  the  traditional  playing  season  but  begins 
more  than  60  days  following  the  end  of  said  term. 

(2,  Bylaws:  Amend  17.1.5.4,  page  233,  as  follows. 

[Division  I  only] 

“17  1  5  4  Required  Day  Off  —  Playing  Season.  During  the  play¬ 
ing  season,  all  countable  athletically  related  activities  (per 
17  02  1  1)  shall  be  prohibited  during  one  calendar  day  per  week, 
except  during  participation  in  NCAA  championships,  and  in  Di¬ 
vision  I,  for  any  postseason  certified  bowl  games  or  Na- 
tional  Invitation  Tournaments.” 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Big  Ten  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 
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Rational.:  Because  of  the  spathic  town*. 

should  not  apply  to  these  events. 

Committee  Position  (Academia  SjpSf”*'  S"nab'e£ 

academic  and 

athletics  calendars  do  not  coincide. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I. 

NO.  61  (NO.  2-57)  CERTIFICATION 

Sf  NoScRUITED  PROSPECTS 

[Note:  The  sponsors  withdrew  the  following  proposal.] 

Intent:  lb  permit  the  initiai-eligi^^ 

ficial  high-school  transcnpt  that  is  prodded  by  a  m 

^^rS^y^hletically 

related  financial  aid. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.3.1.1,  pages  142-143,  as  follows: 

[Division  1  only! 

completed  core  curriculum  of  at  least  13  academic  course 
per  14.3.1.3,  including  the  following.  g  ygars 

“English  2years 

“Mathematics  2  years 

“Natural  or  physical  science 

(including  at  least  one  laboratory  course, 
if  offered  by  the  high  school) 

“Additional  courses  in  English,  mathematic 
or  natural  or  physical  science  ^  years 

“Social  science  2  ears 

“Additional  academic  courses  , 

(in  any  of  the  above  areas  or  foreign  lan¬ 
guage,  computer  science,  philosophy  or 
nondoctrinal  religion  (e.g.,  comparative 
religion)  courses]  _ _ 


Legislative  Proposals 


A-83 


record  of  the  above  courses  and  course  grades  must  be  certi¬ 
fied  by  the  initial-eligibility  clearinghouse  using  an 
official  on  the  high-school  transcript  or  by  official  correspon¬ 
dence  that  the  clearinghouse  receives  directly  from 
the  high  school.  The  clearinghouse  may  certify  the 
initial  eligibility  of  a  nonrecruited  student-athlete 
(per  13.02.9.1)  whose  financial  aid  was  granted  with¬ 
out  regard  in  any  degree  to  the  student’s  athletics 
ability,  based  upon  an  official  high-school  transcript 
or  correspondence  forwarded  directly  from  the  high 
school,  or  upon  a  high-school  transcript  forwarded  by 
an  institution’s  admissions  office.” 

[Remainder  of  14.3.1.1  unchanged.] 

B,  Bylaws:  Amend  14,3.1.2,  pages  144-145,  as  follows: 

[Division  II  only] 

“14.3.1.2  Division  II.  In  Division  II,  a  qualifier  is  defined  as  one 
who  is  a  high-school  graduate  and  who  presented  the  following 
minimum  academic  qualifications: 

“(a)  A  minimum  cumulative  grade-point  average  of  2.000  (based 
on  a  maximum  4.000)  in  a  successfully  completed  core  cur¬ 
riculum  of  at  least  13  academic  courses  per  14.3.1.3,  includ¬ 
ing  the  following: 

“English 
“Mathematics 
“Natural  or  physical  science 

(including  at  least  one  laboratory  course, 
if  offered  by  the  high  school) 

“Additional  courses  in  English,  mathematics 
or  natural  or  physical  science 
“Social  science 

“Additional  academic  courses 

[in  any  of  the  above  areas  or  foreign  lan¬ 
guage,  computer  science,  philosophy  or 
nondoctrinal  religion  (e.g.,  comparative 
religion)  courses] 

“For  recruited  student-athletes  (per  13.02.9.1),  7the 
record  of  the  above  courses  and  course  grades  must  be  certi¬ 
fied  by  the  initial-eligibility  clearinghouse  using  an 
official  on  the  high-school  transcript  or  by  official  correspon¬ 
dence  that  the  clearinghouse  receives  directly  from 
the  high  school.  The  clearinghouse  may  certify  the 
initial  eligibility  of  a  nonrecruited  student-athlete 
(per  13.02.9.1)  whose  financial  aid  was  granted  with¬ 
out  regard  in  any  degree  to  the  student’s  athletics 
ability,  based  upon  an  official  high-school  transcript 
or  correspondence  forwarded  directly  from  the  high 
school,  or  upon  a  high-school  transcript  forwarded  by 
an  institution’s  admissions  office.” 


3  years 
2  years 
2  years 

2  years 

2  years 
2  years 


A-84. 


1995  Convention  Proceedings 


[Remainder  of  14,3.1.2  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Council  and  all  members  of  the  Ivy  Group. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  In  order  to  expedite  certification  of  walk-on  student-ath¬ 
letes,  it  would  be  helpful  if  the  transcript  provided  by  the  high 
school  to  the  certifying  institution’s  admissions  office  could  be 
forwarded  directly  from  the  admissions  office  to  the  NCAA  Ini¬ 
tial-Eligibility  Clearinghouse.  Requiring  high  schools  to  forward 
transcripts  to  the  clearinghouse,  particularly  in  the  fall  before 
high  schools  are  open  for  the  school  year,  will  delay  the  certifica¬ 
tion  of  otherwise  eligible  student-athletes. 

Committee  Position  (Special  Committee  to  Oversee  the  Im¬ 
plementation  of  the  NCAA  Initial-Eligibility  Clearing¬ 
house):  Upon  a  recommendation  from  the  special  committee, 
the  Administrative  Committee’s  action  to  allow  an  institution  to 
submit  a  copy  of  the  official  high-school  transcript  to  the  clear¬ 
inghouse  was  approved  as  an  official  interpretation;  therefore, 
the  special  committee  has  recommended  that  the  sponsors  with¬ 
draw  the  proposal. 

Action:  Withdrawn  in  Divisions  I  and  II. 

NO.  62  (NO.  2-56)  20-YEAR-OLD  RULE  —  DIVISION  II 

Intent:  In  the  sports  of  Division  II  indoor  and  outdoor  track  and 
field  and  cross  country,  to  apply  the  20-year  age  rule  currently 
applicable  in  Division  I. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.2.4  by  adding  new  14.2.4.6,  page  139,  renumber¬ 
ing  subsequent  sections,  as  follows: 

[Division  II  only] 

“14.2.4.6  Participation  After  20th  Birthday  —  Division  II  In¬ 
door  and  Outdoor  Track  and  Field  and  Cross  Country.  In 
the  sports  of  Division  II  indoor  and  outdoor  track  and  field 
and  cross  country,  any  participation  as  an  individual  or  a 
team  representative  in  organized  sports  competition  by  a 
student  during  each  12-month  period  after  the  student’s 
20th  birthday  and  prior  to  initial  full-time  enrollment  in  a 
collegiate  institution  shall  count  as  one  year  of  varsity  com¬ 
petition  in  that  sport.  The  student  shall  not  be  charged 
with  more  than  one  season  of  competition  in  that  sport  in 
any  12-month  period  after  the  student’s  20th  birthday.  In 
addition,  if  in  any  12-month  period  following  the  student’s 
20th  birthday  the  student  participates  in  organized  sports 
competition,  matriculates  at  a  collegiate  institution,  partic¬ 
ipates  in  regular  practice  sessions,  including  conditioning 
activities,  in  that  sport,  and  begins  a  collegiate  season  in 
that  sport,  the  student  may  complete  that  collegiate  season 
without  being  charged  an  additional  season  of  competition 
in  that  sport.  Participation  in  organized  competition  dur¬ 
ing  time  spent  in  the  U.S.  armed  services  shall  be  excepted. 
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“14  2  4.6.1  Track  and  Cross  Country.  A  prospective 
student-athlete  who  participates  in  outside  competi¬ 
tion  after  the  student’s  20th  birthday  during  a  cross 
coZitS?indoor  track  and  field  or  outdoor  track  and 
field  Sports  season  (as  opposed  to  general  road  racing 
events)  would  be  charged  with  at  least  one  season  of 
competition  in  the  sport  in  which  the  student  partici- 

“lSl.6.2  Road  Racing.  A  prospective  student-athlete 
who  participates  in  road  racing  activities  after  the 
student’s  20th  birthday  and  prior  to  enrollment  in  a 
member  institution  shall  be  charged  with  at  least  one 
season  of  competition  in  each  of  the  sports  of  cross 
country,  indoor  track  and  outdoor  track. 

“14  2.4.6.3  Organized  Competition.  Athletics  competi¬ 
tion  shall  be  considered  organized  if  any  one  of  the 
following  conditions  exists:  .  ,  , 

“(a)  Competition  is  scheduled  and  publicized  in  ad¬ 
vance; 

“(b)  Official  score  is  kept; 

“(c)  Individual  or  team  standings  are  maintained; 

“(d)  Official  timer  or  game  officials  are  used; 

“(e)  Admission  is  charged; 

“(f)  Teams  are  regularly  formed  or  team  rosters  are 
predetermined; 

“(g)  Team  uniforms  are  utilized; 

“(h)  A  team  is  privately  or  commercially  sponsored,  or 
“(i)  The  competition  is  either  directly  or  indirectly 
sponsored,  promoted  or  administered  by  an  indi¬ 
vidual,  an  organization  or  any  other  agency. 

o  „  a  „ ,,ol n  matp  University  California  State  University,  Bak- 

S< ScStil  Oklahoma;  Fort  Hays  State  Um- 
versity’ North  Dakota  State  University;  University  of 
Colorado;  Shippensburg  University  of  Pennsylvania,  and  Texa 
A&M  U niversity-Kingsville. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995;  for  student-athletes  first  entering  a 
collegiate  institution  on  or  after  August  1, 1990. 

R^iirmale-  At  the  May  28,  1994,  meeting  of  the  NCAA  Division  II 
Track  Coaches  Association  in  Raleigh,  North  Ca,r°'in.aUt.^ 
bers  bv  a  margin  of  66  to  4,  voted  to  recommend  that  Division  II 
adopt  the  age  rule  currently  in  effect  in  Division  I  for  cross  conn- 
tn/  indoor  track  and  outdoor  track.  This  recommendation  is  in¬ 
tended  to  curtail  the  increasing  number  of  competitively  experi¬ 
enced  athletes  receiving  scholarships  and  competing  at 
Division  II  level.  Many  of  these  competitively  experienced  ath- 
EtTs  claim  residence  outside  the  United  States  and  have  had  ex¬ 
tensive  opportunities  for  competition  independent  of  the  highe 
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education  structure.  This  exposure  and  the  additional  years  for 
physical  development  often  secure  for  them  a  significant  compet¬ 
itive  advantage  over  inexperienced,  domestic  athletes.  This  pro¬ 
posal  will  encourage  institutions  to  seek  and  develop  outstand¬ 
ing  high-school  student-athletes  and  promote  more  equitable 
competition  among  Division  II  members. 

Committee  Position  (Eligibility  Committee):  The  committee 
took  no  position  on  this  proposal. 

Action:  Defeated  upon  reconsideration  (69-132,  two  abstentions). 


NO.  63  (NO.  2-62) 


TWO-YEAR  COLLEGE  TRANSFERS  — 
CORE  CURRICULUM  —  DIVISION  II 


Intent:  In  Division  II,  to  specify  that  to  be  eligible  immediately  upon 
transfer,  a  two-year  college  transfer  student  who  was  not  a  quali¬ 
fier  and  who  has  not  graduated  from  the  two-year  college  shall 
have  completed  successfully  a  core  curriculum  of  at  least  18  trans¬ 
ferable  credit  hours,  including  at  least  three  hours  each  in  En¬ 
glish,  mathematics,  natural  or  physical  science  and  social  science. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.5,4.2.2,  page  160,  as  follows: 

[Division  II  only] 

“14,5.4.2,2  Partial  Qualifier  or  Nonqualifier.  A  transfer  student 
from  a  two-year  college  who  was  not  a  qualifier  (per  14.3.1.1)  is 
eligible  in  Division  II  institutions  for  practice  and  competition 
(and  for  nonqualifiers,  for  athletics  aid)  during  the  first  academ¬ 
ic  year  in  residence  only  if  the  student  has  attended  a  two-year 
college  as  a  full-time  student  for  at  least  two  semesters  or  three 
quarters  and  has: 

[14.5.4.2.2-(a)  unchanged.] 

“(b)  Presented  a  minimum  of  24  semester  or  36  quarter  hours  of 
transferable  degree  credit  with,  which  must  consist  of  a  cu¬ 
mulative  minimum  grade-point  average  of  2.000  in  a  sue- 
cessfully  completed  core  curriculum  of  at  least  18 
academic  hours  including  the  following  minimum 


curriculum: 


“English 

3  hours 

“Mathematics 

3  hours 

“Natural  or  physical  science 

3  hours 

“Social  science 

3  hours 

“Additional  academic  courses 

6  hours’ 

(in  any  of  the  above  areas) 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Gulf  South  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995;  for  those  student-athletes  first  enter¬ 
ing  a  two-year  collegiate  institution  on  or  after  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  The  graduation  rates  of  two-year  college  transfers  are  a 
disgrace.  Far  too  many  transfer  student-athletes  spend  two  full 
years  at  a  two-year  institution  and  enroll  in  few,  if  any,  core-cur- 
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athletes  in  their  first  semester  of  higher  educatmn  m  courses  de¬ 
signed  to  lead  to  graduation. 

development  of, 

core  curriculum  for  two-year  college  transfers. 

Action:  Withdrawn  in  Division  II 


NO.  64  (NO.  2-63) 


VgSS£2S8S£3%SSfc 

E  and  who  ha,  not  equated  from  the  tw.-y.ar  dteM 

SeS^a^ 

ural  or  physical  science,  social  science  and/or  humanities. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.5.4.2.2,  page  160,  as  follows: 

[Division  II  only] 

“14  5. 4. 2.2  Partial  Qualifier  or  Nonqualifier  A  transfer  student 
,“L  .  twn.vpar  college  who  was  not  a  qualifier  (per  14.3.1.1)  is 

college  as  a  full-time  student  for  at  least  two  semesters  or  three 
quarters  and  has: 

r  1 4  5  4  2  2-(a)  unchanged.]  , 

“(b)  iS 

t^6^e  Vollowing^reasi^ng^i^i^rnatheinatics 

^  hiXr  level),  natural  or  physical  science  (with  a 
laboratory  component),  social  science,  foreign  lan- 

j— ieteefi  s  Th.”ss 

£*»?,' V  (*w»  funaty  points)  . 
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better  in  each  of  the  five  core  courses.” 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Gulf  South  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  I,  1995;  for  those  student-athletes  first  en¬ 
tering  a  two-year  collegiate  institution  on  or  after  August  1, 
1995. 

Rationale:  The  national  retention  and  graduation  rates  for  two-year 
college  transfers  using  current  transfer  eligibility  legislation  are 
abominable.  There  are  those  who  might  want  to  make  the  two- 
year  college  transfer  student  graduate;  it  seems  fairer  to  all  in¬ 
volved  if  a  core  curriculum  is  established  that  would  place  mini- 
mums  on  the  types  of  academic  courses  counted  towards  the 
present  24-semester/36-quarter  hour  requirement.  If  a  student 
cannot  attain  a  grade  of  ‘C’  or  better  in  one  English,  math,  histo¬ 
ry  or  other  social  science,  and  foreign  language  or  other  humani¬ 
ties  course,  or  any  combination  of  five  courses  in  those  areas, 
then  that  student  is  not  ready  for  athletics  competition  at  a  four- 
year  school.  Note  that  this  proposal  requires  a  total  of  five  non- 
remedial  courses  in  the  core-curriculum  areas  and  that  summer 
school  and  other  mini-sessions  would  provide  additional  oppor¬ 
tunities  to  complete  this  requirement.  A  student-athlete  who 
needs  remedial  work  in  math  as  a  first  semester  two-year  col¬ 
lege  student  would  be  able  to  take  a  countable  nonremedial 
math  course  in  a  later  term. 

Committee  Position  (Academic  Requirements  Committee): 

The  committee  voted  to  oppose  this  proposal  for  the  reasons 
cited  by  the  Two-Year  College  Relations  Committee.  The  com¬ 
mittee  has  discussed  the  establishment  of  a  core  curriculum  for 
several  years  and  does  not  believe  that  it  represents  an  accept¬ 
able  remedy  for  the  current  academic  deficiencies  of  two-year 
college  student-athletes.  First,  the  vast  majority  of  two-year  col¬ 
leges  already  include  core  elements,  which  would  make  this  pro¬ 
posal  unnecessary.  Additionally,  the  committee  believes  that 
adopting  this  proposal  adds  another  layer  to  an  already  burden¬ 
some  certification  process.  Finally,  the  American  Association  of 
Community  and  Junior  Colleges  opposes  the  development  of  a 
core  curriculum  for  two-year  college  transfers. 

:  Action:  Withdrawn  in  Division  II. 

Z  NO.  65  (NO.  2-64)  TWO-YEAR  COLLEGE  TRANSFERS  — 
h  PARTIAL  QUALIFIER  OR 

i  NONQUALIFIER  —  DIVISION  II 

|  Intent:  In  Division  II,  to  specify  that  a  two-year  college  transfer  stu- 
£  dent  who  was  not  a  qualifier  and  who  has  not  graduated  from 
*  the  two-year  college  shall  use  not  more  than  one  physical  educa- 
|  tion  activity  course  per  term  to  satisfy  the  two-year  college 
£  transfer  requirements. 

&  Bylaws:  Amend  14.5.4.2.2,  page  160,  as  follows: 

[Division  II  only] 
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“14.5,4.2.2  Partial  Qualifier  or  Nonqualifier.  A  transfer  student 
from  a  two-year  college  who  was  not  a  qualifier  (per  14.3.1.1)  is 
eligible  in  Division  II  institutions  for  practice  and  competition 
(and  for  non  qualifiers,  for  athletics  aid)  during  the  first  academ¬ 
ic  year  in  residence  only  if  the  student  has  attended  a  two-year 
college  as  a  full-time  student  for  at  least  two  semesters  or  three 
quarters  and  has: 

[14.5.4.2.2-(a)  unchanged.] 

“(b)  Presented  a  minimum  of  24  semester  or  36  quarter  hours  of 
transferable  degree  credit  with  a  cumulative  minimum 
grade-point  average  of  2,000  (see  14.5.4.4.3.2).  Not  more 
than  one  physical  education  activity  course  per  term 
of  full-time  enrollment  may  be  used  to  satisfy  this  re¬ 
quirement/’ 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Gulf  South  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995;  for  those  student-athletes  first  en¬ 
tering  the  certifying  institution  on  or  after  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  The  Division  II  two-year  college  transfer  graduation  rate 
has  been  identified  repeatedly  as  an  area  of  concern.  There  are 
two-year  colleges  that  award  letter  grades  for  physical  education 
activity  courses,  and  all  too  often  an  accumulation  of  those 
courses  is  the  sole  reason  a  student-athlete  meets  the  2.000 
grade-point  average/24-semester  or  36-quarter  hour  of  transfer¬ 
able  degree  credit  rule.  These  courses  clearly  are  not  academic 
courses  in  the  same  sense  as  mathematics,  science,  language 
and  physical  education  theory  courses.  Physical  education  cours¬ 
es  should  not  be  counted  beyond  the  bare  minimum  that  a  two- 
year  college  might  require  (which  in  most  cases  would  be  one  per 
full-time  term  of  attendance). 

Committee  Position  (Academic  Requirements  Committee): 
The  committee  voted  to  support  this  proposal  for  the  reasons 
cited  by  the  Two-Year  College  Relations  Committee,  but  recom¬ 
mends  that  the  effective  date  be  delayed  to  permit  current  two- 
year  college  students  an  opportunity  to  better  prepare  for  the 
implementation  of  this  requirement.  The  committee  believes  it  is 
appropriate  to  limit  to  one  the  number  of  physical  education  ac¬ 
tivity  courses  per  term  that  a  partial  qualifier  or  nonqualifier 
may  use  to  satisfy  the  applicable  transfer  requirements.  The 
committee  has  received  information  regarding  numerous  inci¬ 
dents  in  which  physical  education  activity  courses  have  been 
used  too  liberally  and  believes  that  this  proposal  represents  an 
acceptable  remedy. 

Action:  Referred  to  NCAA  Two-Year  College  Relations  Committee 
by  Division  II. 

NO.  66  (NO.  2-65)  ACADEMIC  DEGREE  REQUIREMENTS 
—  TWO-YEAR  COLLEGE  TRANSFERS 

Intent:  In  Divisions  I  and  II,  to  specify  that  at  least  50  percent, 
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rather  than  25  percent,  of  the  credit  hours  used  to  fulfill  the  two- 
year  college  academic  degree  requirements  of  a  two-year  college 
transfer  student  must  be  earned  at  the  two-year  college  that 
awards  the  degree  and  to  require  the  transfer  student  to  attend 
the  degree-granting  institution  as  a  full-  or  part-time  student 
during  the  term  in  which  the  student  meets  the  degree  require¬ 
ments. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.5.4.4.1,  page  160,  as  follows. 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote] 
“14.5.4.4.1  Multiple  Two-Year  Colleges.  When  the  student-ath¬ 
lete  has  been  in  residence  at  two  or  more  two-year  colleges  the 
terms  of  residence  at  all  two-year  colleges  may  be  combined  in 
order  to  satisfy  the  residence  requirement.  All  grades  and  all 
course  credits  that  are  transferable  from  the  two-year  colleges  to 
the  member  institution  shall  be  considered  in  determining  the 
student-athlete’s  eligibility  under  14.5.  In  addition,  at  least  25  50 
percent  of  the  credit  hours  used  to  fulfill  the  students  academic 
degree  requirements  must  be  earned  at  the  two-year  college  that 
awards  the  degree  per  14.5  and  the  student  must  attend  the 
degree-granting  institution  as  a  full-  or  part-time  student 
during  the  term  in  which  the  student  meets  the  degree 
requirements.” 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Atlantic  Coast  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995;  for  those  student-athletes  first  en¬ 
tering  a  two-year  collegiate  institution  on  or  after  August  1, 
1995. 

Rationale:  This  proposal  results  from  concerns  that  student-ath¬ 
letes  are  receiving  associate  degrees  from  two-year  colleges 
while  completing  little  work  in  residence  at  the  institution  that 
actually  awards  the  degree. 

Committee  Position  (Academic  Requirements  Committee): 
The  committee  voted  to  oppose  this  proposal  for  the  reasons 
cited  by  the  Two-Year  College  Relations  Committee.  Although 
this  proposal  is  well-intentioned,  the  committee  believes  it  con¬ 
tains  technical  flaws.  First,  the  increase  to  50  percent  in  the 
number  of  credit  hours  that  one  must  fulfill  at  the  two-year  col¬ 
lege  that  awards  the  degree  is  too  high.  Such  an  increase  may 
serve  to  deny  access  to  deserving  student-athletes  who  have  le¬ 
gitimate  reasons  for  attending  more  than  one  two-year  college. 
Second,  the  requirement  that  the  student-athlete  must  attend 
the  degree-granting  institution  as  a  full-  or  part-time  student 
during  the  term  in  which  the  student  meets  the  degree  require¬ 
ments  will  not  treat  adequately  those  cases  involving  significant 
abuses.  For  example,  the  committee  has  received  information  re¬ 
garding  cases  in  which  two-year  college  transfers  have  complet¬ 
ed  between  20  and  30  units  during  the  summer  term  (the  term 
in  which  the  student  receives  a  degre)  as  a  full-  or  part-time  stu¬ 
dent  immediately  prior  to  transferring  to  an  NCAA  school. 


Legislative  Proposals 


A-91 


Action:  Referred  to  NCAA  Academic  Requirements  and  Two-Year 
College  Relations  Committees  by  Division  1.  Not  moved  in  Divi¬ 
sion  II. 

NO.  67  (NO.  2-66)  TWO-YEAR  COLLEGE  TRANSFER- 
DEGREE  REQUIREMENT 

Intent:  To  specify  that  the  NCAA  Academic  Requirements  Commit¬ 
tee  shall  have  the  authority  to  determine  whether  a  two-year 
college  degree  is  academic,  rather  than  vocational  or  technical  in 
nature. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.5.4.4.4,  page  161,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote] 
“14.5.4.4.4  Academic  Degree.  In  order  to  satisfy  the  two-year-col¬ 
lege  graduation  requirement  for  eligibility  immediately  upon 
transfer  from  a  two-year  college  to  a  member  institution,  a  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  must  receive  an  associate  or  equivalent  degree  in 
an  academic,  rather  than  a  vocational  or  technical,  curriculum. 
The  NCAA  Academic  Requirements  Committee  shall  have 
the  authority  to  determine  whether  a  two-year  college 
degree  is  academic,  rather  than  vocational  or  technical 
in  nature.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Academic  Requirements  Committee). 
Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  Both  the  Academic  Requirements  Committee  and  the 
Two-Year  College  Relations  Committee  have  reviewed  two-year 
college  degree  programs  in  recent  years  that  have  not  been 
clearly  academic  or  vocational  in  nature.  Both  committees  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  authority  should  be  vested  with  the  Academic  Re¬ 
quirements  Committee  to  make  decisions  regarding  two-year 
college  degree  programs  in  order  to  provide  consistency  and  fair¬ 
ness  in  the  certification  of  two-year  college  transfer  students.  In 
this  regard,  both  committees  believe  that  many  institutions 
within  the  Association  treat  the  same  two-year  college  degree 
differently  for  eligibility-certification  purposes.  While  the  Two- 
Year  College  Relations  Committee  will  be  consulted  as  necessary 
regarding  these  matters,  the  Academic  Requirements  Commit¬ 
tee  has  the  technical  expertise  to  make  appropriate  ruling  in 
this  area. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Divisions  I  and  II. 

NO.  68  RESOLUTION:  TWO-YEAR  COLLEGE  TRANSFER 
ELIGIBILITY  —  DIVISION  U 

[Division  II  only] 

“ Whereas ,  the  Division  II  membership  has  sponsored  several  leg¬ 
islative  proposals  for  consideration  at  the  1995  NCAA  Convention  re¬ 
garding  the  eligibility  of  two-year  college  transfer  student-athletes; 
and 

“Whereas,  these  proposals  reflect  a  general  consensus  among  the 
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Division  II  membership  that  the  current  legislation  governing  the 
academic  preparation  of  two-year  college  transfer  student- athletes 
should  be  strengthened;  and 

“ Whereas ,  there  remains  considerable  controversy  within  the  Di¬ 
vision  II  membership  regarding  the  most  appropriate  legislative  al¬ 
ternatives  through  which  the  strengthening  of  these  transfer  eligibil¬ 
ity  requirements  should  be  accomplished;  and 

“Whereas,  the  NCAA  Academic  Requirements  Committee  and 
the  NCAA  Two-Year  College  Relations  Committee  have  reviewed  the 
issue  of  two-year  college  transfer  eligibility  on  a  number  of  occasions 
and  are  familiar  with  the  various  aspects  of  this  issue;  and 

“Whereas,  the  advice  of  the  Academic  Requirements  and  the 
Two-Year  College  Relations  Committees  would  be  an  invaluable  re¬ 
source  for  the  Division  II  membership  in  resolving  this  issue; 

“Now  Therefore ,  Be  It  Resolved ,  that  the  Academic  Require¬ 
ments  and  Two-Year  College  Relations  Committees  be  directed  to 
review  the  legislation  governing  the  transfer  eligibility  of  two-year 
college  student-athletes  in  Division  II,  and  to  submit  appropriate 
legislation  to  the  NCAA  Council  and  Presidents  Commission  for 
consideration  by  the  Division  II  membership  at  the  1996  NCAA 
Convention.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Division  II  Steering  Committee). 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  II. 

NO.  69  (NO.  2-70)  ELIGIBILITY  -  FOUR-YEAR 
COLLEGE  TRANSFER 

Intent:  In  Divisions  I  and  II,  to  prohibit  a  student-athlete  from  com¬ 
peting  at  more  than  one  four-year  institution  during  the  tradi¬ 
tional  segment  in  the  same  academic  year  in  that  sport. 

A  Bylaws:  Amend  14.5.5  by  adding  new  14.5.5.4,  page  164, 
renumbering  subsequent  sections,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote] 
“14.5*5.4  Competition  in  Year  of  Transfer.  A  transfer  stu¬ 
dent  from  a  four-year  institution,  who  has  received  a 
waiver  of  or  exception  to  the  transfer  residence  require¬ 
ment  (per  14.5.5.3),  is  not  eligible  to  compete  during  the 
traditional  segment  at  the  certifying  institution  if  the 
student- athlete  has  competed  during  the  traditional  seg¬ 
ment  of  the  same  academic  year  in  that  sport  at  the  pre¬ 
vious  four-year  institution.” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.5.5.3.10,  page  164,  as  follows: 

[Division  II  only] 

[14.5.5. 3. 10-(a)  through  14.5.5.3.10-(d)  unchanged.] 

“(e)  in  Division  it  basketball,  the  student-athlete  must  not  have  competed  in  the  sport 
of  basketball  at  the  previous  four-year  institution  dunng  the  same  academic  year, 
ancT 

[  14.5.5.3. 10-(f)  relettered  as  14.5.5.3. 10-(e),  unchanged.] 
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Source:  NCAA  Council  and  Central  Missouri  State  University;  Em¬ 
poria  State  University;  Lincoln  University;  University  of  Mis¬ 
souri,  Rolla;  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis;  Missouri  South¬ 
ern  State  College;  Missouri  Western  State  College;  Northeast 
Missouri  State  University;  Northwest  Missouri  State  University; 
Southwest  Baptist  University,  and  Washburn  University  of 
Topeka. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  Concern  has  arisen  among  many  member  institutions 
regarding  the  practice  of  a  student-athlete  transferring  from  one 
four-year  institution  to  another  during  the  traditional  playing 
season  and  competing  in  the  same  sport  at  both  institutions  dur¬ 
ing  the  same  academic  year.  This  proposal  would  eliminate  the 
opportunity  for  such  a  practice  to  occur  for  all  four-year  college 
transfers  in  Divisions  I  and  II.  In  1994,  Division  II  adopted  leg¬ 
islation  to  prohibit  student-athletes  in  the  sport  of  basketball 
from  using  the  one-time  transfer  exception  under  similar  cir¬ 
cumstances.  It  is  time  to  extend  this  concept  to  all  sports, 
whether  or  not  the  one-time  transfer  exception  is  utilized. 

Committee  Position  (Eligibility  Committee):  The  committee 
took  no  position  on  this  proposal. 

Action:  Part  A  adopted  by  Division  I.  Parts  A  and  B  adopted  by  Di¬ 
vision  II. 

NO.  70  (NO.  2-69)  ONE-TIME  TRANSFER  EXCEPTION  - 
DIVISION  I-AA  TO  I-A 

Intent:  In  the  sport  of  football,  to  eliminate  the  one-time  transfer  ex¬ 
ception  for  student-athletes  who  transfer  from  Division  I-AA  to 
Division  I-A. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.5.5.3.10,  page  164,  as  follows: 

[Division  I-A  football  only] 

“14.5.5.3.10  One-Time  Transfer  Exception.  The  student  transfers 
to  the  certifying  institution  from  another  four-year  collegiate  in¬ 
stitution  and  all  of  the  following  conditions  are  met: 

(a)  The  student  is  a  participant  in  a  sport  other  than  Division  I 
basketball,  Division  I-A  football  or  Division  I  men's  ice 
hockey.  A  participant  in  Division  I-AA  football  may  utilize 
this  exception  only  if. 

“(1)  In  Division  I-A  football,  the  participant  transferred  to  the  certifying  institution 
from  an  institution  that  sponsors  Division  I-AA  football,  or 
“(2)  in  Division  l-AA  football,  the  participant  transferred  from  an 
institution  that  sponsors  Division  I-A  football.” 
[Remainder  of  14.5.5.3.10  unchanged.] 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Pacific-10  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  The  principle  of  permitting  student-athletes  a  one-time 
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exception  to  “transfer  down”  to  a  lower  division  should  be^main- 
tained,  but  providing  the  same  exception  to  “transfer  up”  could 
lead  to  abuses. 

Committee  Position  (Eligibility  Committee):  The  committee 
took  no  position  on  this  proposal. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I-A. 

NO  71  (NO.  2-71)  ELIGIBILITY  FORM — INTERNATIONAL 
STUDENT-ATHLETES 

Intent:  To  specify  that  institutions  shall  use  a  standardized  NCAA 
form  to  determine  the  eligibility  of  international  student-athletes. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.10.1  by  adding  new  14.10.1.1,  page  169,  as  fol- 
lows: 

[Federated  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote] 

“14.10.1.1  Eligibility  Form  —  International  Student-Ath¬ 
lete.  The  eligibility  of  an  international  student-athlete 
shall  be  certified  on  a  form  approved  by  the  NCAA  Coun¬ 
cil.  The  completed  form  shall  be  maintained  on  file  at  the 
institution  with  other  eligibility  documents  and  shall  be 
available  for  examination  upon  request  by  the  NCAA, 
and,  if  the  institution  is  a  member  of  a  conference,  an  au¬ 
thorized  conference  representative.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Olympic  Sports  Liaison  Committee). 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995;  effective  for  student-athletes  first 
entering  an  NCAA  institution  on  or  after  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  This  proposal  is  the  result  of  an  18-month  study  of  issues 
related  to  the  application  of  the  Association's  amateurism  rules  to 
international  student-athletes  by  the  Olympic  Sports  Liaison 
Committee.  It  will  require  an  institution  to  gather  information  re¬ 
garding  an  international  student-athlete’s  educational  and  athlet¬ 
ics  background  on  a  standardized  form.  The  information  will  as¬ 
sist  the  institution  in  determining  the  general  eligibility  status, 
and  particularly  the  amateur  standing,  of  each  international  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  it  certifies  eligible  for  practice  and  competition.  The 
proposal  will  address  concerns  that  institutions  are  inconsistent 
in  their  efforts  to  determine  the  amateur  status  of  foreign  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  and  lack  the  information  necessary  to  make  such 
determinations.  It  also  will  help  to  create  a  potential  data  base 
that  the  Association  can  use  as  a  resource  tool  to  address  the  ex¬ 
isting  eligibility  issues  related  to  international  student-athletes. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Divisions  I,  II  and  III. 

NO.  72  (NO.  2-134)  ELIGIBILITY  APPEALS 

Intent:  Tb  eliminate  the  NCAA  Council  Subcommittee  on  Eligibility  Ap¬ 
peals  and  the  role  of  the  Council  in  the  eligibility-appeals  process. 

Bylaws:  Amend  21.3.11.2.3,  pages  385-386,  as  follows: 

[Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote] 

Legislative  Proposals 


A-95 


“21.3.11  2.3  Appeals.  Decisions  of  the  Eligibility  Committee  may  be  appealed  to  the 
Council,  or  a  separate,  standing  subcommittee  of  Council  members  appointed  by  the 
Council  to  act  for  it.  Determinations  made  by  the  Councii,  or  its  subcommittee,  on  ap¬ 
peal  shall  be  final ,  binding  and  conclusive  and  shall  not  be  subject  to  further  review  by 
the  Council  or  any  other  authonty. 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Eligibility  Committee). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  This  proposal  will  streamline  the  process  that  is  in  place 
to  restore  a  student-athlete’s  eligibility.  The  NCAA  Eligibility 
Committee  already  is  available  to  conduct  a  full  review  of  any 
appeal  filed  by  an  institution  regarding  an  eligibility  restoration 
decision  by  the  eligibility  staff.  The  review  of  such  a  case  by  a 
subcommittee  of  Council  members  is  an  unnecessary  step  in  the 
eligibility  restoration  process.  In  addition,  the  Eligibility  Com¬ 
mittee  has  adequate  Council  representation. 

Action:  Adopted  as  amended  by  No.  72-1  by  Divisions  I,  II  and  III. 

NO.  72-1  ELIGIBILITY  APPEALS 

Intent:  To  clarify  that  after  the  assistant  executive  director  for  en¬ 
forcement  has  acted  on  an  eligibility  matter,  the  involved  insti¬ 
tution  may  appeal  the  decision  to  the  Eligibility  Committee,  and 
that  the  determination  of  the  Eligibility  Committee  shall  be 
final,  binding  and  conclusive. 

Bylaws:  Amend  Proposal  No.  72,  21.3. 11.2.3,  as  follows. 

[Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote] 
“21-3.11.2,3  Appeals.  After  the  assistant  executive  director 
for  enforcement  has  acted  on  an  eligibility  matter,  the  in¬ 
volved  institution  may  appeal  the  decision  to  the  Eligibil¬ 
ity  Committee.  The  appeal  shall  be  considered  by  the  Eli¬ 
gibility  Committee  members  for  the  division  in  which  the 
institution  holds  membership.  Their  determination  shall 
be  final,  binding  and  conclusive  and  shall  not  be  subject 
to  further  review  by  the  Council  or  any  other  authority. 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Eligibility  Committee). 

Rationale:  This  amendment- to- amendment  clarifies  an  institution  s 
appeal  opportunity  to  the  Eligibility  Committee  and  preserves 
the  concept  that  the  committee’s  decision  is  final  and  binding. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Divisions  I,  II  and  III. 

Financial  Aid/Amateurism 

NO.  73  (NO.  2-19)  EDUCATIONAL  EXPENSES  —  U.S. 

OLYMPIC  COMMITTEE 

Intent:  To  permit  individuals  to  receive  educational  expenses  from 
the  U.S.  Olympic  Committee,  provided  the  financial  assistance 
counts  against  the  institution’s  sport-by- sport  financial  aid  hmi- 
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tation  and  counts  against  the  individual’s  full-grant-in-aid  limit. 

A  Bylaws:  Amend  12.1.2,  pages  70-71,  as  follows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 

“12.1.2  Forms  of  Pay.  An  individual  loses  amateur  status 
through  receipt  of ‘pay,’  which  includes,  but  is  not  limited  to,  the 
following  practices: 

[12.1.2-(a)  through  12.L2-(j)  unchanged.] 

“(k)  Educational  expenses  provided  to  an  individual  by  an  out¬ 
side  sports  team  or  organization  that  are  based  in  any 
degree  on  the  recipient’s  athletics  ability  [except  as  specified 
in  15.2.5.4-(h)  and  15.2.5.5],  even  if  the  funds  are  given  to 
the  institution  to  administer  to  the  recipient;” 

[Remainder  of  12.1.2  unchanged.] 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  15.02.4.2,  page  181,  as  follows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote) 

“15.02.4.2  Other  Permissible  Financial  Aid.  The  following 
sources  of  financial  aid  are  also  permitted: 

[15.02.4.2-(a)  through  15.02.4.2-(d)  unchanged.] 

“(e)  Educational  expenses  awarded  by  the  U.S.  Olympic 
Committee,  which  count  against  an  institution  s 
sport-by-sport  financial  aid  limitations  and  against 
the  individual's  full-grant-in-aid  limit.” 

C.  Bylaws:  Amend  15.2.5  by  adding  new  15.2.5.5,  page  186,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 

“15.2.5.5  Educational  Expenses  —  U.S.  Olympic  Commit¬ 
tee.  A  student-athlete  may  receive  educational  expenses 
awarded  by  the  U.S.  Olympic  Committee.  The  amount  of 
the  financial  assistance  shall  be  subject  to  the  following 
limitations: 

“(a)  Disbursement  of  the  aid  shall  be  through  the  member 
institution  for  the  recipient’s  educational  expenses 
while  attending  that  institution; 

“(b)  The  recipient’s  choice  of  institutions  shall  not  be  re¬ 
stricted  by  the  U.S.  Olympic  Committee; 

“(c)  The  value  of  the  award  alone  or  in  combination  with 
other  aid  per  15.1.1  shall  not  exceed  the  value  of  a  full 
grant-in-aid,  and 

“(d)  The  recipient  shall  be  considered  a  counter  per  15.5.1 
and  the  amount  shall  be  applied  to  the  maximum 
awards  limitations  of  15.5  for  the  sport  in  question.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Olympic  Sports  Liaison  Committee). 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  This  proposal  will  assist  institutions  in  reducing  financial 
aid  costs  by  providing  an  alternative  source  of  financial  assis- 
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tance  for  student-athletes.  In  addition,  it  will  represent  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  the  NCAA  to  demonstrate  goodwill  to  the  U.S.  Olympic 
Committee  by  assisting  it  in  reaching  its  goal  of  encouraging  ath¬ 
letes  to  further  their  formal  education  in  preparation  for  a  worth¬ 
while  career  upon  retirement  from  competitive  athletics. 

Action:  Adopted. 

NO.  74  (NO.  2-72)  STATE  RECIPROCITY  TUITION 
AGREEMENTS 

Intent:  To  require  that  state  reciprocity  tuition  agreements  be  con¬ 
sidered  institutional  financial  aid  for  student-athletes  partici¬ 
pating  in  sports  other  than  Division  I  football  and  basketball. 

Bylaws:  Amend  Bylaw  15.02.4.1,  pages  180-181,  as  follows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 

“15.02.4.1  Institutional  Financial  Aid.  The  following  sources  of 
financial  aid  are  considered  to  be  institutional  financial  aid: 

“(a)  All  funds  administered  by  the  institution  [e.g.,  scholarships, 
grants,  loans,  on-campus  employment  (including  work-study 
program  assistance)  in  the  athletics  department,  on-campus 
employment  outside  the  athletics  department  for  which  the 
athletics  interests  of  the  institution  intercede  on  behalf  of 
the  student-athlete  (other  than  institutional  staff  members 
responsible  for  assisting  all  students  in  securing  on-campus 
employment,  including  work  study,  in  the  same  manner),  tu¬ 
ition  waivers,  employee  dependent  tuition  benefits,  state 
reciprocity  tuition  agreements  for  student-athletes 
participating  in  sports  other  than  Division  I  football 
and  basketball];” 

[Remainder  of  15.02.4.1  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Committee  on  Financial  Aid  and  Ama¬ 
teurism). 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1996;  for  student-athletes  first  entering 
a  collegiate  institution  on  or  after  August  1,  1996. 

Rationale:  Under  current  NCAA  legislation,  state  reciprocity  tu¬ 
ition  agreements  are  not  considered  institutional  financial  aid, 
creating  competitive  advantages  at  the  conference  and  national 
levels  for  those  institutions  that  have  reciprocal  tuition  agree¬ 
ments  with  neighboring  states.  This  proposal  would  cause  all  tu¬ 
ition  waiver  agreements  to  be  treated  as  institutional  financial 
aid.  In  addition,  this  proposal  exempts  football  and  basketball, 
since  in  those  sports  recruited  student-athletes  can  be  consid¬ 
ered  “counters”  by  receiving  institutional,  nonathletics  financial 
aid  and  participating  in  varsity  competition. 

Action:  Defeated  (332-328,  89  abstentions), 

NO.  75  (NO.  2-74)  FINANCIAL  AID  —  OUTSIDE  GRANT 

Intent:  In  Divisions  I  and  II,  to  permit  a  student-athlete  to  receive 
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an  outside  educational  grant  awarded  on  bases  having  no  rela¬ 
tionship  to  athletics  ability  up  to  the  cost  of  attendance,  provid¬ 
ed  the  awarding  agency  does  not  restrict  the  recipient  s  choice  of 
institutions  and  the  donor  is  not  a  representative  of  an  mstitu- 
tion’s  athletics  interests  or  an  athletics  booster  group  of  a  mem 
ber  institution. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  15.1.1,  page  182,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote] 

“15  1  1  Types  of  Aid  Included  in  Limit.  In  determining  whether  a 
student-athlete’s  financial  aid  exceeds  the  value  °f  a 
in-aid,  all  institutional  financial  aid  (per  15.02.4.1)  and  all  funds 
received  from  the  following  and  similar  sources  shall  be  included. 
[15. l.l-(a)  and  15.1. l-(b)  unchanged.]  ... 

“(c)  Other  Scholarships  and  Grants.  Other  institutional  or  out¬ 
side  scholarships  or  grants-in-aid,  except  an  honorary  aca¬ 
demic  award  or  research  grant  that  is  exempted  and,  in  Di¬ 
visions  I  and  II,  outside  educational  grants  that  may 
be  awarded  up  to  the  cost  of  attendance  per 
15.2.5.2.2;” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  15.2.5.2  by  adding  new  15.2.5.2.2,  page  185,  as 
follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote] 

“15.2.5.2.2  Educational  Grants.  In  Divisions  I  and  II,  a  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  may  receive  an  outside  educational  grant 
awarded  solely  on  bases  having  no  relationship  to  athlet¬ 
ics  ability  up  to  the  cost  of  attendance,  provided. 

“(a)  The  recipient's  choice  of  institutions  is  not  restricted 
by  the  donor  of  the  aid,  and 

“(b)  The  awarding  individual  or  organization  and  the 
donor  of  the  aid  are  not  representatives  of  an  institu¬ 
tion's  athletics  interests  ^or  an  athletics  booster  group 
of  a  member  institution.” 

Source:  AH  members  of  the  Big  Ten  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995, 

Rationale:  The  present  financial  aid  limits  do  not  allow  a  student- 
athlete  who  is  awarded  a  full  grant-in-aid  to  receive  an  outside 
academic  award  that  has  no  relationship  to  athletics  ability 
without  reducing  the  student-athlete  s  athletics  grant  or  forcing 
the  student-athlete  to  refuse  the  educational  award.  To  many 
parents  and  student-athletes  this  does  not  seem  fair  and  in 
some  cases,  the  student-athlete  still  may  have  unmet  costs  (e.g., 
transportation,  personal  expenses).  This  proposal  would  allow  a 
student-athlete  to  receive  such  a  scholarship  up  to  the  cost  of  at¬ 
tendance.  It  also  includes  restrictions  on  the  awarding  agency  to 
curtail  potential  abuse. 

Committee  Position  (Committee  on  Financial  Aid  and  Ama- 
teurism):  The  committee  took  no  position  on  this  proposal. 
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Action:  Adopted  by  Divisions  I  (177-135,  nine  abstentions)  and  II. 

NO  76  (NO.  2-76)  FINANCIAL  AID  FROM  OUTSIDE 
SOURCES 

Intent*  To  permit  a  nonrecruited  student-athlete  to  receive  financial 
aid  from  an  outside  source  that  is  not  disbursed  through  the  in¬ 
stitution,  provided  the  aid  is  awarded  prior  to  the  student-ath¬ 
lete’s  initial  enrollment  at  a  member  institution. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  15.2.5.3,  page  185,  as  follows. 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 

“15.2.5.3  Athletics  Participation  Not  Major  Criterion.  A  student- 
athlete  may  receive  financial  aid  through  an  established  ana 
continuing  program  to  aid  students,  provided  the  following  con¬ 
ditions  are  met: 

[  15.2.5.3-(a)  unchanged.] 

“(b)  In  the  case  of  a  recruited  student-athlete,  Ddisburse- 
ment  of  the  aid  shall  be  through  the  member  institution  for 
the  recipient’s  educational  expenses  while  attending  that  in¬ 
stitution.  and;  or 

“(c)  In  the  case  of  a  nonrecruited  student-athlete,  dis¬ 
bursement  of  the  aid  may  be  through  the  awarding 
agency  for  the  recipient’s  educational  expenses,  pro* 
vided  the  aid  is  awarded  prior  to  the  recipient  s  ini¬ 
tial  enrollment  at  a  member  institution  and  the 
awarding  agency  provides  written  notification  of  the 
award  to  the  institution,  and” 

[15.2.5.3-(c)  relettered  as  15.2.5.3-(d),  unchanged.] 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  15.2.5.4,  pages  185-186,  as  follows, 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 

“15.2.5.4  Athletics  Participation  As  a  Major  Criterion.  A  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  may  receive  financial  aid  through  an  established 
and  continuing  program  for  the  recognition  of  outstanding  hign- 
school  graduates,  provided  the  following  conditions  are  met. 

[15.2.5,4-(a)  unchanged.] 

“(b)  In  the  case  of  a  recruited  student-athlete,  Ddisburse- 
ment  of  the  aid  shall  be  through  the  member  institution  for 
the  recipient’s  educational  expenses  while  attending  that  in¬ 
stitution;  or 

“(c)  In  the  case  of  a  nonrecruited  student-athlete,  dis¬ 
bursement  of  the  aid  may  be  through  the  awarding 
agency  for  the  recipient’s  educational  expenses,  pro¬ 
vided  the  aid  is  awarded  prior  to  the  recipient’s  ini¬ 
tial  enrollment  at  a  member  institution  and  the 
awarding  agency  provides  written  notification  of  the 
award  to  the  institution,  and” 
f  15.2.5.4-(c)  through  15.2.5.4-(h)  relettered  as  15.2  5  4-(d) 
through  15.2.5.4-(i),  and  remainder  of  15.2.5.4,  unchanged.] 


A- 100. 


1995  Convention  Proceedings 


Source:  All  members  of  the  Great  Midwest  Conference  and  Loyola 
University  (Illinois). 

Effective  Date:  August  1, 1995. 

Rationale-  Nonrecruited  student-athletes  receiving  aid  from  an  out¬ 
side  awarding  agency  are  unaware  that  certain  forms  of  a  d 
must  be  disbursed  through  the  member  institution  if  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  is  to  receive  the  aid  and  remain  eligible.  As  , 

many  nonrecruited  student-athletes  are  declared  ineligible 
cause  their  aid  is  not  disbursed  through  the  member  institution 
There  is  currently  no  means  of  preventing  this  type  of  violation 
from  occurring  prior  to  the  nonrecruited  student-athlete  s  first 
da-Tof  full-time  attendance  at  the  institution.  This  proposal  will 
now  permit  a  nonrecruited  student-athlete  to  receive  aid  dis¬ 
bursed  in  this  manner,  provided  the  institution  is  notified  of  the 
award.  This  proposal  will  preserve  the  eligibility  of  many  stu¬ 
dent-athletes,  and  considerable  effort  and  cost  will  be  save  y 
not  having  to  process  self  reports  and  eligibility  appeals. 

Committee  Position  (Committee  on  Financial  Aid  and  Ama¬ 
teurism):  The  committee  recommended  that  the  sponsors  amend 
this’proposal  to  indicate  that  the  outside  aid  may  be  disburse i  di¬ 
rectly  to  a  student-athlete  only  in  his  or  her  initial  year  of  toll- 
timeenrollment  at  a  member  institution;  further,  that  subsequent 
!o  the  student-athlete’s  first  year,  the  aid  must  be  disbursed 
through  the  institution.  The  committee  voted  to  support  the  pro- 
nosal  if  so  amended.  [Note:  The  proposal  was  modified  by  the 
sponsors  in  accordance  with  the  committee’s  recommendation.] 

Action:  Adopted. 

NO  77  (NO  2-78)  AID  TO  PROFESSIONAL  ATHLETE  TO 
GRADUATE 

Intent:  To  permit  an  institution  to  provide  financial  aid  to  a  student- 
athlete  who  is  under  contract  to  or  currently  receiving  c  p 
satioi  fr^m  a  professional  sports  organization  for  one  addition^ 
term  provided  the  student-athlete  is  enrolled  m  the  final  term 
of  the  student’s  baccalaureate  program  and  is  carrying  (for 
it)  the  courses  necessary  to  complete  degree  requirements. 

Bylaws:  Amend  15.3.1.4  by  adding  new  15.3.1.4.1,  pages  188-189, 
renumbering  subsequent  sections,  as  lollows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 

“15.3.1.4.1  Exception  —  Student-Athlete  Within  One  T*1™ 
of  Graduation.  An  institution  may  award  financia i  ai d  to 
a  student-athlete  who  is  under  contract  to  or  currently 
receiving  compensation  from  a  professional  sports  orga¬ 
nization  for  one  additional  term,  provided  the  student- 
athlete  is  enrolled  in  the  final  term  of  the  students  bac- 
calaureate  program  and  is  carrying  (for  credit)  the 
course  *  necessary  to  complete  degree  requirements  dur- 
ing  that  term.” 
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Source:  All  members  of  the  Atlantic  Coast  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  One  of  an  institution’s  primary  objectives  is  to  educate 
young  people  and  graduate  those  people  into  the  work  force. 
This  legislation  would  afford  those  student-athletes  who  are 
close  to  fulfilling  their  degree  requirements  an  increased  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  receive  baccalaureate  degrees.  Student-athletes  work 
extremely  hard  throughout  their  college  careers  to  juggle  aca¬ 
demics  and  athletics  and  this  would  be  one  small  attempt  to  as¬ 
sist  those  student-athletes  in  their  efforts  to  graduate. 

Committee  Position  (Committee  on  Financial  Aid  and  Ama¬ 
teurism):  The  committee  took  no  position  on  this  proposal. 

Action:  Withdrawn. 

NO  78  (NO.  2-79)  REDUCTION  OR  CANCELLATION  OF 
FINANCIAL  AID 

Intent:  To  permit  a  member  institution  to  reduce  or  cancel  a  stu¬ 
dent-athlete’s  financial  aid  on  or  after  the  date  that  the  student- 
athlete  voluntarily  withdraws  from  a  sport. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  15.3.4.1,  pages  189-90,  by  deleting  the  current 
dominant  voting  requirement  (*)  and  substituting  a  federated 
voting  requirement  (I/II). 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  15.3.4.1,  pages  189-90,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote] 

“15  3  4  1  Reduction  or  Cancellation  Permitted.  Institutional  fi¬ 
nancial  aid  based  in  any  degree  on  athletics  ability  may  be  re¬ 
duced  or  canceled  during  the  period  of  the  award  if  the  recipient. 
[15.3.4.  l-(a)  through  15.3.4.1-(c)  unchanged.] 

“(d)  Voluntarily  withdraws  from  a  sport  for  personal  reasons.  If 
the  recipient  withdraws  from  a  sport  for  personal  reasons 
prior  to  the  institution’s  first  competition  in  that  sport,  re¬ 
duction  or  cancellation  may  occur  immediately;  however,  the 
recipient’s  financial  aid  may  not  be  awarded  to  another  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  in  the  term  in  which  the  aid  was  reduced  or 
canceled.  If  the  recipient  withdraws  subsequent  to  the  insti¬ 
tution’s  first  competition  in  that  sport,  the  reduction  or  can¬ 
cellation  shall  not  occur  prior  to  the  conclusion  ot  that  semester  or  Quarter 
may  occur  on  or  after  the  date  the  student-athlete 
voluntarily  withdraws  from  the  sport.” 

[Remainder  of  15.3.4.1  unchanged.] 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Lone  Star  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  The  current  rules  mandate  that  a  student-athlete  who 
withdraws  subsequent  to  the  institution’s  first  competition  must 


A-102 


1995  Convention  Proceedings 


r™m  a  io*.  This  ‘will  prevenv  the 

remittee  Position  (Committee  on  Financial  Aid  and  Ama- 
Turism):  The  committee  took  no  position  on  this  proposal. 

Action:  Part  A  adopted  (486-231,  33  abstentions).  Part  B  adopted  by 
Divisions  I  and  II. 

NO.  70  (NO.  Ml)  KS^C^’iS“stoSeCOTT‘°N 

ATHLETES 

Bylaws:  Amend  15.5.1.3.2,  page  195,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote] 
“15.5.1.3.2  Certification.  A  student-athlete  who  was  fi. 

by  the  awarding  counSTthem 

'  i^on  file 'inthe  office  of  the  athletics  director  certification^  *e 
fnoultv  athletics  representative,  the  admissions  officer  and  the  directo 
offinandalSthat  the  student’s  admiss.on  and r  financial 1  aid 
was  granted  without  regard  in  any  degree  to  athletics  ability. 

State  University. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  Recently  the  Association  adopted  l^slation  that  simph- 

tVio  definition  of  a  recruited  student-atmeie  pei  w.  _ 

With  this  new  definition,  more  individuals  are  considered  nonre- 

ed  student-athlete  in  all  sports  to  be  a  noncounter 

tion  has  proper  certification  that  the  student-athlete  s  financial 

aid  alone  was  granted  without  regard  to  athletics  ability. 

rnmniittee  Position  (Committee  on  Financial  Aid  and  a- 
teurism):  The  committee  took  no  position  on  this  proposal. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I.  Not  moved  in  Division  II. 
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NO  80  (NO.  2-83)  FINANCIAL  AID  —  DIVISION  I  ] 

WOMEN’S  SPORTS 

Intent:  To  increase  the  total  number  of  counters  in  Division  I 
women’s  gymnastics,  tennis  and  volleyball,  and  to  increase  the 
maximum  number  of  equivalencies  in  Division  I  womens  spo  s 
by  20  percent. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  15.5.2,  page  196,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only] 

“15.5.2  Head-Count  Sports  Other  Than  Division  I  Football  and 
Basketball 

“15.5.2.1  Maximum  Limits.  An  institution  shall  be  halted 
in  any  academic  year  to  the  total  number  of  counters  (head 
count)  in  each  of  the  following  sports): 

“Division  I: 

“Women’s  Gymnastics . 10  12 

“Women’s  Tennis . & 

“Women’s  Volleyball . 12  14” 

[Remainder  of  15.5,2  unchanged.] 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  15.5.3.2,  page  197,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only] 

“15  5  3  2  Division  I  Maximum  Equivalency  Limits  —  Womens 
Sports.  There  shall  be  a  limit  on  the  value  (equivalency)  ot  fi¬ 
nancial  aid  awards  (per  15.02.4.1)  that  an  institution  may  pro¬ 
vide  in  any  academic  year  to  counters  in  the  following  Division  I 
women’s  sports: 

“Archery . . . 5  6  Lacrosse  . . ^ 

“Badminton . «  9.6  Skiing .  7  8.4 

“Bowling . 5  6  Soccer . ”13-2 

“Crew . 20  24  Softball . 11 13.2 

“Cross  Country/Track  ....  16  19.2  Squash . 9 19.8 

“Fencing . 56  Swimming . )4  1 6.8 

“Field  Hockey . ...n  13.2  Synchronized  Swimming  5  6 

. 6  7.2  Team  Handball . 12 14.4 

“Ice  Hockey . is  21.6  Water  Polo . a  9-6” 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Southwest  Conference;  University  of 
Colorado,  Boulder;  University  of  Oklahoma;  Oklahoma  State 
University,  and  Utah  State  University. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  This  proposal  addresses  the  requirements  of  Title  IX  to 
provide  proportional  financial  aid  to  both  men  s  and  women  s 
programs.  A  significant  increase  in  participation  in  womens 
head  count  sports  and  in  women’s  equivalency  sports  would  im¬ 
prove  this  proportionality.  Arriving  at  an  acceptable  proportion¬ 
ality  (by  Title  IX  standards)  in  participation  and  opportunity  is  a 
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goal  within  reach  of  all  athletics  departments.  However  with 
the  current  limits  on  financial  aid  awards,  a  proportionality  in 
financial  aid  distribution  cannot  be  achieved  without  the  elimi¬ 
nation  of  or  a  drastic  reduction  in  men’s  programs.  This  increase 
in  women’s  sports  will  reduce  the  probability  of  institutions  ei¬ 
ther  adding  women’s  programs  or  reducing  the  current  opportu¬ 
nity  for  men  and,  in  the  long  run,  will  result  in  cost  savings. 

Committee  Position  (Committee  on  Women’s  Athletics):  The 
committee  discussed  both  the  merits  and  drawbacks  of  this  pro¬ 
posal  and  suggests  that  due  to  the  Committee  on  Financial  Aid 
and  Amateurism’s  ongoing  review  of  this  issue,  instead  of  voting 
on  it  at  the  1995  Convention,  to  refer  this  issue  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Financial  Aid  and  Amateurism  as  part  of  its  comprehen¬ 
sive  study  to  revamp  the  financial  aid  program. 

Action:  Referred  to  NCAA  Committee  on  Financial  Aid  and  Ama¬ 
teurism  by  Division  I. 


NO.  81  (NO.  2-82) 


FINANCIAL  AID  —  DIVISION  I 
WOMEN’S  GYMNASTICS,  TENNIS  AND 
VOLLEYBALL 


Intent:  In  Division  J,  to  establish  women’s  gymnastics,  women’s  ten¬ 
nis,  and  women’s  volleyball  as  equivalency  sports  rather  than 
head-count  sports. 

A  Bylaws:  Amend  15.5.2,  page  196,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only] 

“15  5  2  Head-Count  Sports  Other  Than  Division  i  Football  and  Basketball 

“  15,5.2. 1  Maximum  Limits.  An  institution  shall  be  limited  in  any  academic  year  to 
the  total  number  of  counters  (head  count)  in  each  of  the  following  sports: 


“ Division  I: 

“Womens  Gymnastics . 10  Women's  Volleyball . 12 

“  Women’s  Tennis . 0 

“15  5.2  2  Voluntary  Withdrawal  An  institution  may  replace  a  counter  who  volun¬ 
tarily  withdraws  from  the  team  in  a  head-count  sport  by  providing  the  financial 
aid  to  another  student  who  already  has  enrolled  in  the  institution  and  is  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  team.  For  this  replacement  to  occur,  the  counter  must  withdraw  pnor  to 
the  first  day  of  classes  or  before  the  first  game  of  the  season,  whichever  is  earli¬ 
er,  and  release  the  institution  from  its  obligation  to  provide  financial  aid  { see  also 
15.3.4,1-(d)}. 

“ 15.5  2.3  Midyear  Graduate  Replacement  —  Division  I  Women’s  Volleyball.  In 
Division  I  women's  volleyball,  the  financial  aid  of  a  counter  who  graduates  at 
midyear  may  be  provided  to  another  student-athlete  without  making  the  second 
student-athlete  a  counter  for  the  remainder  of  that  academic  year. 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  15.5.3.2,  page  197,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only] 

“15  5  3  2  Division  I  Maximum  Equivalency  Limits  —  Womens 
Sports  There  shall  be  a  limit  on  the  value  (equivalency)  of  fi¬ 
nancial  aid  awards  (per  15.02.4.1)  that  an  institution  may  pro- 
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vide  in  any  academic  year  to  counters  in  the  following  Division  I 
women’s  sports:  _  c 

“Gymnastics . 10  JXyball . . V. '•  •  •  ■  V.  12’ 

[Remainder  of  15.5.3.2  unchanged.] 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Atlantic  Coast  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1, 1995. 

Rationale-  This  proposal  provides  an  institution  with  the  opportu- 
™y  to  divide  athletics  scholarship  dollars  in  the  three  sports 
listed  among  a  larger  group  of  team  members.  To  change 
women ^  gymnastics,  tennis  and  volleyball  to  equivalency  sports 
may  assist  institutions  in  their  efforts  to  achieve  gender  eq  y. 

Committee  Position  (Committee  on  Women’s  Athletics):  The 

committee  discussed  both  the  merits  and  drawbacks  of  this  pro- 
poTaTand  suggests  that  due  to  the  Committee  on  Financial  Aid 
and  Amateurism’s  ongoing  review  of  this  issue,  instead  of ^vomg 
on  it  at  the  1995  Convention,  to  refer  this  issue  to  the  Commit 
tee  on  Financial  Aid  and  Amateurism  as  part  of  its  comprehen¬ 
sive  study  to  revamp  the  financial  aid  program. 

Action:  Referred  to  Committee  on  Financial  Aid  and  Amateurism  by 
Division  I. 


NO.  82  (NO.  2-85) 


MAXIMUM  AWARDS  —  DIVISION  I 
MEN’S  BASKETBALL 


Intent:  In  Division  I  men’s  basketball,  to  limit  financial  aid  awards 
on  an  equivalency  basis;  to  establish  an  annual  equiva  ency 
limit  of  13,  and  to  establish  a  limit  of  15  on  the  total  number  of 
counters  who  may  receive  financial  aid  awards. 

Bylaws:  Amend  15.5.4.1,  page  199,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only] 

“15  5  4.1  Men’s  Basketball  -  Division  1.  There  shall  be  an  annu¬ 
al  limit  of  13  on  the  total  number  of  counters  on  the  value  of  financial 
aid  awards  (equivalencies)  that  an  institution  may  p 
vide  to  counters  and  an  annual  limit  of  15  on  the  total 
number  of  counters  in  the  sport  of  men  s  basketball  at  each 
Division  I  institution.” 

Source-  University  of  Arizona;  University  of  California,  Berkeley; 
University  of  Oregon;  Oregon  State  University;  University  of 
Southern  California;  Stanford  University;  University  of  Wash¬ 
ington,  and  Washington  State  University. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale-  The  number  of  financial  aid  awards  permitted  in  men’s 
and  women’s  basketball  should  be  equal  This  proposal  (in  con- 
iunction  with  Proposal  No.  2-86)  provides  that  equality,  and 
places  the  count  in  men’s  basketball  on  an  equivalency  (value) 
basis,  but  establishes  a  cap  on  the  number  of  individuals  who 
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may  be  provided  an  award  by  an  institution  to  avoid  the  possi¬ 
bility  of  an  institution  “stockpiling”  student-athletes. 

Committee  Position  (Committee  on  Financial  Aid  Ama¬ 

teurism):  The  committee  voted  to  support  this  proposal.  The 
commiUee  noted  that  even  though  its  grant-limit  principles 
study  has  not  concluded,  this  proposal  does  not  increase  costs 
and  it  does  increase  access  for  student-athletes. 

Action:  Withdrawn  in  Division  I. 

NO  83  (NO.  2-86)  MAXIMUM  AWARDS  -  DIVISION  I 
WOMEN’S  BASKETBALL 

Intent-  In  Division  I  women’s  basketball,  to  limit  financial  aid 
awards  on  an  equivalency  basis;  to  establish  an  annual  equiva¬ 
lency  limit  of  13,  and  to  establish  a  limit  of  15  on  the  total  num- 
ber  of  counters  who  may  receive  financial  aid  awards. 

Bylaws:  Amend  15.5.4.2,  page  199,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only] 

“15.5.4.2  Women’s  Basketball  -  Division  I.  There  shall  be  an 
annual  limit  of  ison  the  total  number  of  counters  of  13  on  the  value  of 
financial  aid  awards  (equivalencies)  that  an  institution 
may  provide  to  counters  and  an  annual  limit  of  15  on  the 
total  number  of  counters  in  the  sport  of  women  s  basketbal 
at  each  Division  1  institution.” 

Source-  University  of  Arizona;  University  of  California,  Berkeley; 

Univer^ty  of  California,  Los  Angeles;  University  of  Oregon;  Ore¬ 
gon  State  University;  University  of  Southern  California,  Stan¬ 
ford  University;  University  of  Washington,  and  Washington 
State  University. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale-  The  number  of  financial  aid  awards  permitted  in  men’s 
and  women’s  basketball  should  be  equal.  This  proposal  in  con¬ 
junction  with  Proposal  No.  2-85)  provides  that  equality  and 
places  the  count  on  an  equivalency  (value)  basis,  but  establishes 
a  cap  on  the  number  of  individuals  who  may  be  provided  an 
award  by  an  institution  to  avoid  the  possibility  of  an  institution 
“stockpiling”  student- athletes. 

Committee  Position  (Committee  on  Financial  Aid  and  Ama¬ 
teurism):  The  committee  voted  to  oppose  this  proposal.  The 
committee  noted  that  decreasing  the  dollars  an  institution  may 
award  to  women’s  basketball  student-athletes  will  have  defi¬ 
nite  ramifications  for  the  institution  s  compliance  with  Title  IX 
and  gender  equity.  In  addition,  the  committee  indicated  that  it 
would  rather  complete  its  study  on  grant-limit  P^naples  be- 
fore  supporting  actions  that  may  negatively  impact  institu- 

tions. 

Action:  Withdrawn  in  Division  I. 


Legislative  Proposals 


A- 107 


NO.  84  (NO.  2-87)  MULTIPLE -SPORT  PARTICIPANTS  - 
FOOTBALL 

Intent:  In  Division  I,  to  permit  a  multiple-sport  student-athlete  to 
practice  in  the  sport  of  football  without  having  to  count  against 
the  institution’s  scholarship  limits  in  football  until  that  student- 
athlete  engages  in  intercollegiate  competition. 

Bylaws:  Amend  15.5.7,  page  201,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA  football,  divided  vote] 
“15.5.7  Multiple-Sport  Participants 

“15.5.7.1  Football.  In  Division  I  football,  a  counter  who 
competes  in  football  and  one  or  more  sports  (includ¬ 
ing  basketball)  shall  be  counted  in  the  sport  of  foot¬ 
ball.  In  Division  II,  Aa.  counter  who  practices  or  competes 
in  football  and  one  or  more  other  sports  (including  basket¬ 
ball)  shall  be  counted  in  the  sport  of  football. 

[15.5.7.2  through  15.5.7.6  unchanged.] 

“15.5.7.7  Two-Year  Exception.  If  an  individual  has  partici¬ 
pated  in  a  sport  other  than  football  in  Division  II,  basket¬ 
ball,  field  hockey  or  women’s  volleyball  for  two  years  or 
more  since  the  individual’s  initial  collegiate  enrollment  and 
would  be  involved  only  in  football  in  Division  II,  basket¬ 
ball,  field  hockey  or  women’s  volleyball  practice  sessions, 
such  a  student  would  not  become  a  counter  in  those  sports 
until  the  student  actually  competes  as  a  member  of  that  in¬ 
stitution’s  intercollegiate  team,  either  at  the  varsity  or  ju¬ 
nior  varsity  level.” 

[Remainder  of  15.5.7  unchanged.] 

Source:  University  of  Alabama,  Tuscaloosa;  Clemson  University; 
Louisiana  State  University;  University  of  Oklahoma;  Rutgers 
University,  New  Brunswick;  Texas  Christian  University;  Texas 
Tech  University;  West  Virginia  University,  and  University  of 
Wyoming. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  Current  NCAA  legislation  limits  multisport  student-ath¬ 
letes  from  participating  in  football  by  specifying  that  student- 
athletes  who  are  receiving  athletically  related  financial  aid  in 
sports  other  than  football  and  who  practice  in  football  must 
count  against  the  football  program’s  scholarship  limits.  This  pro¬ 
posal  provides  a  multisport  student-athlete  with  the  opportunity 
to  participate  in  Division  I  football  without  becoming  a  counter 
until  the  student-athlete  actually  competes  as  a  member  of  the 
institution’s  team,  at  either  the  varsity  or  junior  varsity  level. 

Committee  Position  (Committee  on  Financial  Aid  and  Ama¬ 
teurism):  The  committee  took  no  position  on  this  proposal. 


* 
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Action:  Adopted  by  Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA. 
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NO  85  (NO.  2-20)  AMATEUR  STATUS  —  CAMPS  OR 
CLINICS 

Intent:  To  permit  an  individual  to  receive  ; actual  and  necessary  ex¬ 
penses  from  a  charitable  foundation  that  is  funded  by  a  profes- 
sional  sports  organization  to  attend  a  camp  or  clinic  without 
jeopardizing  his  or  her  eligibility,  provided  specific  conditions 
are  met. 

Bylaws:  Amend  12.1.2  by  adding  new  12.1.2.8,  page  72,  as  follows: 
[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote! 

“12  1  2.8  Exception  for  Camp  Sponsored  by  a  Charitable 
Foundation  Funded  by  a  Professional  Sports  Organiza¬ 
tion.  An  individual  may  receive  actual  and  nec«ssary  ex¬ 
penses  from  a  charitable  foundation  that  is  funded  by 
professional  sports  organization  to  attend  a  camp  or  clin¬ 
ic,  provided:  , 

“(a)  The  charitable  foundation  is  one  that  is  defined  as  an 
exempt  organization  under  section  501-C-3  of  the  In¬ 
ternal  Revenue  Service  tax  code; 

“(b)  No  professional  sports  organization,  NCAA  institu¬ 
tion  or  conference  owns  or  operates  the  sponsoring 
charitable  foundation; 

“(c)  No  camp  participant  is  a  prospective  student-athlete 
per  13.02.8; 

“(d)  The  charitable  foundation  provides  to  the  partici- 
1  pants  nothing  more  than  actual  and  necessary  ex¬ 
penses  to  attend  the  camp  or  clinic  and  equip¬ 
ment/apparel  necessary  for  participation,  and 
“(e)  All  camp  participants  fall  within  the  sponsoring  char¬ 
itable  foundation’s  guidelines  for  determining  low-in- 
come,  at-risk  children.” 

Source:  Adams  State  College,  Clark  Atlanta  University,  University 
of  Georgia,  Georgia  State  University,  Mesa  State  College,  More¬ 
house  College,  Morris  Brown  College,  Regis  University  (Col¬ 
orado),  University  of  Southern  Colorado,  Tuskegee  University 
and  Western  State  College  of  Colorado. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  This  proposal,  which  will  permit  individuals  to  attend  a 
camp  by  receiving  actual  and  necessary  expenses  from  a  charita¬ 
ble  foundation  that  is  funded  by  a  professional  sports  organiza¬ 
tion,  will  provide  many  inner-city  children  with  their  only  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  attend  a  sports  camp.  For  example,  Opportunity 
Through  Baseball  is  a  charitable  project  that  was  established  in 
1951  Its  purpose  is  to  conduct  baseball  camps  for  low-income 
(e  g  inner  city),  at-risk  boys.  The  camp  is  open  to  boys  who  have 
not  yet  entered  the  ninth  grade.  During  the  three-week  camp 
boys  are  provided  academic  support,  motivational  education  and 
baseball  instruction.  The  camp  also  serves  the  secondary  pur- 
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pose  of  restoring  an  interest  in  baseball  in  the  inner  cities  of 
America,  especially  among  minority  groups.  Opportunity 
Through  Baseball  is  funded  partly  by  Major  League  Baseball. 
Current  legislation  prohibits  an  individual  from  receiving,  di¬ 
rectly  or  indirectly,  any  expenses  or  other  types  of  financial  as¬ 
sistance  from  a  professional  sports  organization  it  it  relates  to 
the  individual’s  athletics  skill  or  participation.  This  proposal  es¬ 
tablishes  an  exception  to  this  prohibition  and  permits  an  indi¬ 
vidual  to  indirectly  receive  such  expenses  from  a  charitable 
foundation  to  attend  a  sports  camp,  provided  the  conditions  set 
forth  in  the  proposal  are  met. 

Committee  Position  (Professional  Sports  Liaison  Committee): 
The  committee  recommends  that  the  Council  oppose  this  propos¬ 
al.  The  committee  believes  that  the  proposal  is  well-intentioned 
and  has  significant  merit;  however,  it  believes  that  several  de¬ 
tails  need  to  be  resolved  before  it  could  support  the  proposal. 
Specifically,  the  committee  has  three  concerns: 

a.  The  sponsors  do  not  place  any  geographical  limitation  relat¬ 
ed  to  the  area  in  which  camp  participants  must  reside  in 
order  to  attend  such  camps. 

b.  The  sponsors  intend  to  allow  such  camps  or  clinics  to  occur 
on  member  institutions’  campuses.  The  committee  is  con¬ 
cerned  that  such  an  arrangement  may  provide  a  recruiting 
advantage  for  the  school  whose  campus  is  used  for  this  pur¬ 
pose. 

c.  The  sponsors’  intention  also  is  that  NCAA  coaches  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  staff  these  camps  and  clinics.  The  committee  be¬ 
lieves  that  such  an  arrangement  could  provide  an  institu¬ 
tion  an  unfair  recruiting  advantage. 

Action:  Adopted. 

NO  86  (NO.  2-21)  AMATEURISM  —  PROFESSIONAL 
BASKETBALL  DRAFT 

Intent'  To  rescind  the  legislation  that  permits  a  student-athlete  in 
the  sport  of  basketball  to  enter  a  professional  draft  and  retain 
eligibility  in  the  sport,  provided  the  student-athlete  declares  his 
or  her  intention  to  resume  intercollegiate  participation  within  dU 
days  after  the  draft. 

Bylaws:  Amend  12.2.4.2.1,  page  74,  as  follows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 

“12  2.42  1  Exception  —  Professional  Basketball  Draft.  A  student-athlete  in  the  sport 
of  basketball  may  enter  a  professional  league’s  draft  one  time  during  his  or  her  colle¬ 
giate  career  without  jeopardizing  eligibility  in  that  sport,  provided  the  student-athlete 
declares  his  or  her  intention  to  resume  intercollegiate  participation  within  30  days  after 
the  draft.” 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Pacific-10  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 
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Rationale-  Since  the  National  Basketball  Associations  draft  is  not 
until  late  June,  an  institution  is  placed  in  an  untenable  position 
if  a  basketball  student-athlete  decides  to  declare  for  the  draft, 
then  subsequently  declares  an  intention  to  resume  intercolle¬ 
giate  participation  within  the  required  30  days.  Additionally,  to 
believe  that  a  student-athlete  who  participates  in  the  draft  pro¬ 
cess  will  not  use  an  agent  is  naive.  This  legislation  should  be  r  - 
scinded  as  an  honorable  idea  that  is  unworkable. 

Committee  Position  (Professional  Sports  Liaison  Committee): 
The  committee  voted  to  oppose  this  proposal  and  noted  its  belief 
that  the  current  legislation  should  have  the  opportunity  to  com¬ 
plete  at  least  one  full  cycle  before  taking  action  to  rescind  it. 
committee  also  noted  that  in  light  of  studem-athlete  welfare  ac 
cess  and  equity  issues,  the  interest  in  allowing  a  student-athlete 
to  have  a  choice  in  determining  his  or  her  market  val»e  witho 
losing  eligibility  is  a  strong  consideration  supporting  the  current 
leeisfation.  Finally,  in  balancing  all  interests,  the  committee 
noted  that  it  continues  to  believe  that,  the  I benefl“°  ^.^ave 
athlete  in  having  a  choice  outweighs  the  concerns  that  ha  e 
been  articulated  so  far.  The  committee  is  open  to  recommending 
appropriate  modifications  once  the  legislation  runs  a  full  eye  , 
there  are  quantifiable  problems. 

Action:  Defeated. 

NO.  87  (NO.  2-22)  PROMOTIONAL  CONTESTS 

Intent:  In  Division  1,  to  specify  that  a  student-athlete  becomes  ineli¬ 
gible  only  in  the  sport  in  which  the  student-athlete  participates 
during  a  promotional  contest,  rather  than  ineligible  in  all  sports. 

Bylaws:  Amend  12.5.2.3.3,  page  80,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only] 

“12.5.2.3.3  Promotional  Contests.  Receipt  of  a  pme  for  winning 
a  promotional  activity  (e.g.,  making  a  half-court  basketballshot, 
being  involved  in  a  money  scramble)  held  in  conjunction  with  a 
member  institution’s  intercollegiate  competition  by  a  Pr°sPec 
or  enrolled  student-athlete  (or  a  member  of  his  or  her  family) 
constitutes  improper  involvement  in  commercial  activities  and 
would  jeoparTePthe  individual’s  eligibility  for  intercollegiate 
competition,  unless: 

[12.5.2.3.3-(a)  unchanged.] 

“(b)  In  the  case  of  a  Division  I  student-athlete,  the ;  ine  la¬ 
bility  shall  apply  only  in  the  sport  in  which  the  p  o- 
motional  contest  or  activity  occurs,  and 

“(b)  (c)  In  the  case  of  a  Division  i  or  II  student-athlete,  no  use  ol 
athletics  ability  or  participation  is  involved. 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Mid-Continent  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1, 1995. 

Rationale:  If  a  student-athlete  participates  in  a  promotional  contest 
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unrelated  to  hi.  or  her  sport,  the 
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Msociation’s  other  amateurism  legislation. 

Action;  Adopted  by  Division  I. _ _ 

Playing  and  Practice  Seasons 

NO.  88  (NO.  2.108.  SEAS°NS " 

Intent:  In  Divisions  I  and  '^^g^^^e^layfn^and^practice-sea- 
al  and  nontraditional  segm  establ?h  tw0  standard  options 
son  legislation  for  all  sport  ,  ,  |  0f  tbe  playing  season 

(i.e.,  24  weeks  or  144  days)  to  th ^length  ot^tn  ^ 

in  individual  sports;  to  establish  P  dale  0f  practice  and/or 

first  day  of  classes  as  the  firs  P  Association  does  not  spon- 

competition  for  a  1  sports  in  ^J«**eA«ociat u «  fenc. 

sor  a  fall  championship,  skiing^  softball, 

ing,  golf,  gymnastics,  ^  t  k  ’  men’s  volleyball  and 

swimming,  tennis,  indoor/outdoor  tracK,  ^  initiation  of  prac. 

wrestling);  to  maintain  cl“]'en.  ,  •  b  tbe  Association  sponsors 
lice  and  competition  mtportom  which  the  Assoc  y  ^ 

fall  championships,  and  to  speedy  ^^f^Stions^  in  those 
son  shall  end  upon  the  conclusion  of  final  examma^  ^  ncaa 

sports  with  NCAA  fall  chanapi  .  those  sports  that  do 

following  propos* 

al  is  presented  in  a  nontraditional  format.] 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.1.2,  page  232,  as  follows; 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  I  ,  ivi  e  Divi. 

'  ^andii^each'member^institution  divide  the 

In  Division  HI.  *>'  »!'  “  J>  traditiona|  season  option, 
SUm»ber°Sltui  may  divide  die  playing  season  into  no. 
more  than  two  distinct  segments,  as  follows. 

(Remainder  of  17.12  nnchanged.  239.324,  f„ 

pScS£-0”iS  SJtest  Date,”  “End  of  Regular  Playing  Sea¬ 
son,”  and  “Number  of  Contests,  as  follows. 
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[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote] 

“17  1  Length  of  Playing  Season  -  Team  Sports.  The  length 

of  anTnstitution’s  playing  season  (Mai  and  nontraditional  segments 
combined)  shall  be  limited  to  the  following: 

“(a)  Divisions  I  and  II  -  A  maximum  of  22  weeks. 

nv?  l^LengthTf^aying  Season  —  Individual  Sports.  The 

length” of  an  institution’s  playing  season  (traditional  and  nontraditiona 

sits  combined)  shall  be  limited  to  the  following. 

“(a)  Divisions  1  and  II.  An  institution  must  select  one  of  the  fol 

lowing:  , 

“( 1)  24-Week  Option.  A  maximum  of  24  weeks. 

“  2)  144-Day  Tradn Iona, -Season  Option.  A  144-day  "na' sf a’ 
son  which  may  consist  of  two  segments  (each  consist 
ing  of  consecutive  days)  and  which  may  exdude  only 
thf  time  between  these  segments,  required  off  days  per 

17  1  5  4  and  official  vacation,  holiday  and  fmal 
nation  periods  during  which  no  practice  or  competition 

shall  occur. 

«»,  144-Day  Traditional/Nontraditionat  Segment  Option.  A  144  consecui- 

(3)  day  season.  which  shall  be  dhrided  into  a 

seamen!  and  which  may  exclude  only  required  days  oft  per  MSA  and 
official  vacation,  holiday  and  final-examination  penods  during  which  no 
practice  or  competition  shall  occur  * 

r  17  .1 -(b)  unchanged.]  . 

“17  2  Preseason  Practice.  A  member  institution  shal^not 

commence  practice  sessions  in  each  segment  prior  to  the  following 

date“17._.2.1  Traditional  Segment  Sports  With  Fall  NCAA  Cham- 

(see  17.02.13)  prior  to  the  first  scheduled  intercollegiat 
contest. 

ri7  ,2. l-(b)  unchanged.]  x  TX 

_ .2.2  Nontraditional  Segment  Sports  That  Do  No  ave 

Fall  NCAA  Championships.  r 

“(a)  Divisions  I  and  II  -  September  7  or  the  first  day  o 
classes,  whichever  date  occurs  first. 

•„  member  ius.i.uli.n  shall  ... 

playits  first  contest  (game  or  scrimmage)  with  outside  compe  i 
Son  in  each  segment  prior  to  the  following  dates.  cham. 

“17, _ .3,1  Traditional  Segment  Sports  With  Fall  NC 

CSX*  I  and  II  -  The  firs.  Saturday  in  September 
(September  7  in  men’s  volleyball). 


[17. _ .3.1-(b)  unchanged.] 

“17. _ .3.2  Nontraditional  Segment  Sports  That  Do  Not  Have 

Fall  NCAA  Championships. 

“(a)  Divisions  I  and  II  —  September  7  or  the  first  day  of 
classes,  whichever  date  occurs  first. 

[17. _ ,3.2-(b)  unchanged.] 

“17.  .4  End  of  Regular  Playing  Season.  A  member  institution 

shall  conclude  all  practice  and  competition  (games  and 
scrimmages)  in  each  segment  by  the  following  dates. 

“(a)  Trad,, ,onat  Segment  Sports  With  Fall  NCAA  Championships 
The  last  date  of  final  examinations  for  the  regular  academic 
year  at  the  institution. 

“(b)  Nontraditional  Segment  Sports  That  Do  Not  Have  Fall  NCAA 
Championships.  The  conclusion  of  the  NCAA  champi¬ 
onship  in  the  institution’s  division.” 

[Note:  Appropriate  editorial  revisions  will  be  made  in  Bylaw  17 
to  reflect  the  adoption  of  this  legislation.] 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  to  Study  Rules  Federa¬ 
tion  By  Sport). 

Effective  Date:  August  1, 1995. 

Rationale:  The  current  playing-and-practice-seasons  legislation  is 
cumbersome.  Many  institutions  are  placed  in  a  position  of  trying 
to  decipher  legislation  that  is  repeated  over  and  over  again  when 
looking  at  the  playing-and-practice-season  rules  as  opposed  t0 
having  set  standards  for  each  sport  that  are  easily  understand¬ 
able.  This  proposal  eliminates  a  large  number  of  pages  from  the 
Manual  without  taking  anything  significant  away  from  ®ac 
snort  (e  £  number  of  contests,  contest  exemptions).  Th  p 
of  basketball  and  football  will  not  be  affected  by  this  proposal. 

Action:  Withdrawn  in  Divisions  I  and  II. 

NO  89  (NO.  2-106)  FIRST  PRACTICE  AND/OR  DATE  OF 
COMPETITION 

Intent-  To  establish  September  7  or  the  institution’s  first  day  of 
classes  as  the  first  permissible  date  of  practice  and/or  compet,- 
tion,  for  all  sports  in  which  the  Association  does  not  conduct  a 
fall  championship,  except  basketball,  (i.e.,  baseball,  fencing,  g^olf, 
gymnastics,  ice  hockey,  lacrosse,  rifle,  skiing,  sofrball,swim- 
ming,  tennis,  indoor/outdoor  track,  mens  volleyball,  and 
wrestling). 

Bylaws:  Amend  17._.2  and  17._.3,  pages  239-324,  for  baseball, 
*  fencing,  golf,  gymnastics,  ice  hockey,  lacrosse,  nfle,  skiing,  soft- 
ball,  swimming,  tennis,  indoor/outdoor  track  men  s  volleyball, 
and  wrestling  by  amending  the  respective  sections  entitled  Pre¬ 
season  Practice”  and  “First  Contest  Date,”  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote] 
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“17.  .2  Preseason  Practice.  A  member  institution  shall  not 

commence  practice  sessions  in  each  segment  prior  to  the  follow¬ 
ing  dates: 

“17. _ .2.1  Traditional  Segment 

“(a)  Divisions  I  and  II  —  The  date  that  permits  a  maximum  of  21  prac¬ 
tice  opportunities  (see  17.02  13)  prior  to  the  first  scheduled  intercollegiate 
contest  September  7  or  the  institution’s  first  date  of 
classes  for  the  fall  term,  whichever  is  earlier. 

“(b)  Division  III  —  August  24  September  7  or  the  first  date 
on  which  classes  are  scheduled  for  the  institution  s  fall 
term,  whichever  date  occurs  first. 

“17. _ .2.2  Nontraditional  Segment 

“(a)  Divisions  I  and  II  —  September  7  or  the  first  day  of 
classes,  whichever  date  occurs  first. 

“(b)  Division  Ill  —  September  i  September  7  or  the  first  date 
on  which  classes  are  scheduled  for  the  institution’s  fall 
terra,  whichever  date  occurs  first. 

«17 _ ,3  First  Contest  Date.  A  member  institution  shall  not 

play  its  first  contest  (game  or  scrimmage)  with  outside  competi¬ 
tion  in  each  segment  prior  to  the  following  dates: 

“17. _ .3.1  Traditional  Segment 

“(a)  Divisions  I  and  II  —  September  7  or  the  institution’s 
first  date  of  classes  for  the  fall  term,  whichever  is 
earlier. 

“(b)  Division  Ill  — *  September  1  September  7  or  the  first  date 
on  which  classes  are  scheduled  for  the  institutions  fall 
term,  whichever  date  occurs  first. 

“17. _ .3.2  Nontraditional  Segment 

“(a)  Divisions  I  and  II  —  September  7  or  the  institution’s 
first  date  of  classes  for  the  fall  term,  whichever  is 
earlier. 

“(b)  Division  III  —  September  i  September  7  or  the  first 
date  on  which  classes  are  scheduled  for  the  insti¬ 
tution’s  fall  term,  whichever  date  occurs  first.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  to  Study  Rules  Federa¬ 
tion  By  Sport). 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  In  sports  in  which  the  Association  does  not  conduct  a  fall 
championship,  it  is  unnecessary  for  institutions  to  bring  athlet¬ 
ics  teams  back  to  campus  prior  to  September  7  or  the  first  day  ot 
classes.  Having  a  standard  starting  date  will  bring  uniformity  to 
a  complex  piece  of  legislation  and  allow  quarter-based  academic 
calendar  institutions  the  latitude  of  bringing  their  squads  back 
to  campus  at  their  discretion. 

Action:  Adopted  in  Divisions  I  and  II.  Adopted  as  amended  by  No. 
89-1  in  Division  III. 
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NO  89-1  FIRST  PRACTICE  AND/OR  DATE  OF 
COMPETITION 

Intent:  In  the  Division  III  sports  of  golf  and  tennis,  to  retain  current 
starting  dates  for  practice  and  competition  when  an  institution 
conducts  its  traditional  segment  during  the  fall  per  17.1.10.4. 

Bylaws:  Amend  Proposal  No.  89,  17. _ .2  and  17. — .3,  as  follows: 

[Division  III  only] 

«17  2  Preseason  Practice.  A  member  institution  shall  not 

commence  practice  sessions  in  each  segment  prior  to  the  follow¬ 
ing  dates: 

“17. _ .2.1  Traditional  Segment 

[17. _ .2.1-(a)  unchanged.] 

“(b)  Division  III  —  September  7  or  the  first  date  on  which 
classes  are  scheduled  for  the  institution’s  fall  term, 
whichever  date  occurs  first. 

“(1)  Exception  —  Golf  and  Tennis.  In  the  sports  of 
golf  and  tennis,  an  institution  that  conducts 
its  traditional  segment  during  the  fall  per 
17.1.10.4  may  commence  practice  August  24  or 
the  first  date  on  which  classes  are  scheduled 
for  the  institution’s  fall  term,  whichever  date 
occurs  first. 

[Remainder  of  1 7._.2  unchanged.] 

“17 _ 3  First  Contest  Date.  A  member  institution  shall  not 

play  its  first  contest  (game  or  scrimmage)  with  outside  competi¬ 
tion  in  each  segment  prior  to  the  following  dates: 

“17. _ .3.1  Traditional  Segment 

[17. _ ,3.1-(a)  unchanged.] 

“17. _ ,3.1-(b)  Division  III  —  September  7  or  the  first  date 

on  which  classes  are  scheduled  for  the  institution’s  fall  term, 
whichever  date  occurs  first. 

“(1)  Exception  —  Golf.  In  the  sport  of  golf,  an  in¬ 
stitution  that  conducts  its  traditional  seg¬ 
ment  during  the  fall  per  17.1.10.4  may  play  its 
first  contest  with  outside  competition 
September  1  or  the  preceding  Friday  if 
September  1  falls  on  a  Saturday  or  Sunday, 
except  that  exhibition  scrimmages  may  be 
conducted  during  the  preseason  practice  pe¬ 
riod  (see  17.8.2.1). 

“(2)  Exception  —  Tennis.  In  the  sport  of  tennis,  an 
institution  that  conducts  its  traditional  seg¬ 
ment  during  the  fall  per  17.1.10.4  may  play  its 
first  contest  with  outside  competition 
September  1  or  the  preceding  Friday  if 
September  1  falls  on  a  Saturday  or  Sunday, 
except  that  exhibition  scrimmages  may  be 
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conducted  during  the  preseason  practice  pe¬ 
riod  (see  17.15.2).” 

[Remainder  of  17. _ .3  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Division  III  Steering  Committee). 

Rationale:  Because  of  weather  problems,  many  institutions  conduct 
their  traditional  segments  in  the  sports  of  golf  and  tennis  during 
the  fall.  This  proposal  will  permit  those  institutions  to  retain 
current  starting  dates  for  practice  and  competition  in  those 
sports,  when  weather  conditions  are  much  more  favorable. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  III. 

NO  90  (NO.  2-103)  PLAYING  AND  PRACTICE  SEASONS  — 
REQUIRED  DAY  OFF  DIHUNG 
PLAYING  SEASON 

Intent:  In  Division  I,  to  eliminate  the  required  one-day-off-per-week 
restriction  during  all  conference  and  postseason  championship 
participation. 

Bylaws:  Amend  17.1.5.4,  page  233,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only] 

“17  1  5.4  Required  Day  Off  —  Playing  Season.  During  the  play¬ 
ing  season,  all  countable  athletically  related  activities  (per 
17  02  1  1)  shall  be  prohibited  during  one  calendar  day  per  week, 
except,  in  Division  I,  during  participation  in  conference 
and  postseason  championships  and,  in  Division  II,  during 
participation  in  NCAA  championships.” 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Mid-American  Athletic  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  Legislation  adopted  at  the  1994  NCAA  Convention  creat¬ 
ed  an  exception  to  the  one-day-per-week  prohibition  on  count¬ 
able  athletically  related  activities  during  participation  in  NCAA 
championships.  The  adoption  of  this  proposal  will  extend  that 
exception  to  conference  championships  and  non-NCAA  postsea¬ 
son  championships  (e.g.,  National  Invitation  Tournament, 
NIVC),  which  will  accommodate  the  travel  and  practice  require¬ 
ments  necessitated  by  these  events. 

Committee  Position  (Council  Subcommittee  on  Playing  and 
Practice  Seasons):  The  subcommittee  voted  to  support  this 
proposal. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I. 

NO.  91  (NO.  2-104)  REQUIRED  DAY  OFF  —  DIVISION  III 

Intent:  To  require  Division  III  institutions  to  provide  student-ath¬ 
letes  with  one  day  off  per  week  from  athletically  related  activi- 
ties  during  the  nontraditional  segment. 

Bylaws:  Amend  17.1.6,  page  234,  as  follows: 

[Division  III  only] 
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<‘17.1.6  Required  Days  Off  —  Division  III 

“17.1.6.1  Football  and  Basketball  and  Traditional  and  Non- 
traditional  Segments  in  All  Other  Sports.  All  countable 
athletically  related  activities  shall  be  prohibited  during  one 
calendar  day  per  week  in  the  sports  of  football  and  basket¬ 
ball  and  during  the  traditional  and  nontraditional  seg¬ 
ments  in  all  other  sports,  except  during  participation  in 
NCAA  championships. 

“17,1,6  1.1  Nontraditional-Segment  Exception  An  institution  that  sched- 
ules  50  percent  or  more  of  its  contests  or  dates  of  competition  in  the  non¬ 
traditional  segment  may  elect  to  utilize  the  regulations  applicable  to  the  tra¬ 
ditional  segment  as  set  forth  in  17  1  7.1. 

[17.1.6.1.2  renumbered  as  17.1.6.1.1,  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Division  III  Steering  Committee). 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  This  proposal  will  provide  consistency  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  days  off  during  both  traditional  and  nontraditional  seg¬ 
ments. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  III. 

NO  92  (NO.  2-107)  CONTEST  EXEMPTIONS  -  DIVISION 
I  BASKETBALL 

Intent:  In  the  sport  of  Division  I  basketball,  to  permit  institutions  to 
exempt  annually  participation  in  the  Martin  Luther  King  Uas- 
sic  from  their  maximum  number  of  basketball  contests  and  to 
specify  that  participation  in  the  Classic  may  take  place  during 
November  15  through  November  30. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.3.3. l-(c),  page  244,  as  follows. 

[Division  I  only] 

“17.3.3.1-(c)  U.S.A,  Basketball,  Tip-Off  Classic,  Foreign-Team 
Games,  Martin  Luther  King  Classic,  Great  Alaska  Shootout, 
Maui  Invitational.  The  following  basketball  games  may  be 
played  after  November  15  by  a  Division  I  institution  and  after 
November  1  by  a  Division  II  or  III  institution: 

[17.3.3.1-(cMD  and  17.3.3.  l-(c)-(2)  unchanged.] 

“(3)  For  Division  I  members  only,  contests  in  the  Martin 
Luther  King  Classic;” 

[17.3.3.1-(c)-(4)  through  17.3.3.1-(c)-(6)  renumbered  as  17.3.3.1- 
(cH5)  through  17.3,3. l-(c)-(7),  unchanged.] 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.3.5.2,  pages  245-246,  as  follows. 

[Division  I  only] 

“17.3.5.2  Annual  Exemptions.  The  maximum  number  of  basket¬ 
ball  contests  each  year  shall  exclude  the  following: 

[17.3.5.2-(a)  through  17.3.5.2-(g)  unchanged.} 

“(h)  Martin  Luther  King  Classic.  For  Division  I  only,  con- 
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tests  in  the  Martin  Luther  King  Classic.  Participation 
in  the  Classic  shall  be  limited,  by  institution,  to  once 
in  any  four-year  period  and,  by  conference,  to  one  in¬ 
stitution  from  a  member  conference  per  Classic. 

[17.3.5.2-(h)  relettered  as  17.3.5.2-(i),  unchanged] 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Minority  Opportunities  and  Interests  Com¬ 
mittee). 

Effective  Date:  August  1, 1995. 

Rationale:  The  Black  Coaches  Association  (BCA)  has  agreed  unani¬ 
mously  to  sponsor  a  preseason  basketball  classic,  which  will  be 
called  the  Martin  Luther  King  Classic.  The  primary  puiTOseof 
the  classic  will  be  to  generate  revenue  to  benefit  the  following. 
(1)  a  local  charity  or  charitable  organization  within  the  host  city 
of  each  year’s  classic;  (2)  a  national  charity  or  charitable  organi¬ 
zation  (e.g.,  the  National  Association  for  the  Advancement  of 
Colored  People;  The  United  Negro  College  Fund);  (3)  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  postgraduate  scholarship  fund  for  students  wish¬ 
ing  to  pursue  a  career  in  athletics  administration  or  coaching, 
and  (4)  the  BCA.  In  addition,  a  portion  of  the  proceeds  will  be 
distributed  to  the  participating  institutions  to  cover  their  cost  to 
participate  and  to  assist  with  the  financing  of  the  institutions 
athletics  programs. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I. 

NO  93  (NO.  2-109)  CONTEST  EXEMPTIONS  -  DIVISION 
I  BASKETBALL 

Intent:  In  the  sport  of  Division  I  basketball,  to  permit  institutions  to 
exempt  annually  one  game  in  the  Great  Eight  Basketball  Festi¬ 
val  from  their  maximum  number  of  basketball  contests. 

Bylaws:  Amend  17.3.5.2,  pages  245-246,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only] 

“17,3.5.2  Annual  Exemptions.  The  maximum  number  of  basket- 
bali  contests  each  year  shall  exclude  the  following: 

[17.3.5.2-(a)  through  17.3.5.2-(g)  unchanged.] 

“(h)  Great  Eight  Basketball  Festival.  For  Division  I  only, 
one  game  in  the  Great  Eight  Basketball  Festival. 
[17.3.5.2-(h)  relettered  as  17.3.5.2-(i),  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Council;  University  of  Georgia;  University  of  Nevada, 
Las  Vegas;  New  Mexico  State  University;  University  of  Notre 
Dame;  University  of  Pittsburgh;  Rice  University;  University  of 
Tennessee,  Knoxville;  University  of  Texas  at  Austin,  and  Univer¬ 
sity  of  Tbledo. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1996. 

Rationale:  The  Great  Eight  Basketball  Festival  consists  of  four 
games  (double-headers  on  successive  nights)  between  the  eight 
participating  schools.  The  festival  has  been  developed  to  provide 
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financial  support  for  the  Challenge  Athletes7  Minds  for  Personal 
Success  (CHAMPS)  program,  a  program  sponsored  by  the  Divi¬ 
sion  I-A  Athletics  Directors  Association  and  supported  by  the 
NCAA.  (The  program  is  called  Life  Skills  in  other  NCAA  divi¬ 
sions.)  A  primary  goal  of  the  festival  is  to  encourage  Division  I 
schools  to  provide  broad  support  for  their  student-athletes  in  the 
Five  component  areas  of  the  program:  athletics,  academics,  ca¬ 
reer  development,  personal  skills  and  service.  The  festival  will 
recognize  the  institutions  that  most  successfully  honor  their 
commitment  to  these  components  and  bring  recognition  to  the 
positive  accomplishments  of  intercollegiate  athletics. 

Committee  Position  (Special  Events  Committee):  The  commit¬ 
tee  noted  that  this  proposal  should  be  studied  by  the  special 
committee  or  subcommittee  that  the  Council  will  appoint  to  re¬ 
view  all  contest  exemptions. 

Action:  Defeated  upon  reconsideration  by  Division  I  (152-159,  five 
abstentions). 

NO.  94  (NO.  2-108)  CONTEST  LIMITATIONS  —  DIVISION 
I  BASKETBALL 

Intent:  To  eliminate  the  requirement  that  participation  in  the  Pre¬ 
season  National  Invitation  Tournament  is  limited  to  one  institu¬ 
tion  of  a  member  conference  per  tournament. 

Bylaws:  Amend  17.3.3.1,  pages  244-245,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only] 

‘17.3.3.1  Exceptions.  The  following  basketball  contests  (games 
and  scrimmages)  are  permitted  prior  to  the  first  contest  dates 
specified  under  17.3.3: 

[17.3.3.1-(a)  through  17.3.3. l-(c)  unchanged.] 

“(d)  Preseason  National  Invitation  Tournament.  For  Division  I 
only,  participation  in  the  Preseason  National  Invitation 
Tournament  sponsored  by  the  Metropolitan  Intercollegiate 
Basketball  Association.  The  tournament  shall  be  a  16-team, 
single-elimination  event  (with  one  consolation  game)  con¬ 
ducted  each  year  during  the  period  from  November  15 
through  November  30.  Participation  in  the  tournament 
shall  be  limited,  by  institution,  to  once  in  any  four-year  peri¬ 
od  and,  by  conference,  to  one  institution  of  a  member  conference  per  touma- 
ment ; 

[Remainder  of  17.3.3.1  unchanged.] 

Source:  DePaul  University;  Fordham  University;  Gonzaga  Universi¬ 
ty;  Iona  College;  Manhattan  College;  Marist  College;  University 
of  Massachusetts,  Amherst;  Niagara  University;  St.  John's  (New 
York);  St.  Joseph’s  University  (Pennsylvania);  St.  Louis  Univer¬ 
sity;  St.  Peter’s  College;  Siena  College,  and  Wagner  College. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  The  limitation  of  one  institution  of  a  member  conference 
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per  tournament  was  imposed  by  the  sponsors  °f  the  original  leg- 
islation,  which  is  reflected  in  the  current  17.3.3.1-(d)  No  such 
limitation  applies  to  any  of  the  other  tournaments  listed  in 
17  3  3  1  This  proposal  will  provide  the  Preseason  NIT  with  the 
same  latitude  in  selecting  participating  institutions  that 
presently  is  enjoyed  by  the  other  tournaments.  Additionally,  the 
current  realignment  of  conferences  in  Division  I  has  resulted  in 
significant  changes  in  conference  configurations  In  some  cases, 
existing  conferences  will  cease  to  exist  and,  in  others,  conference 
membership  will  expand  considerably.  These  changes  have 
prompted  the  necessity  for  this  proposal. 

Committee  Position  (Special  Events  Committee):  The  commit¬ 
tee  encourages  the  Council  to  oppose  this  proposal. 

Action:  Withdrawn. 

NO  95  (NO*  2-110)  PLAYING  AND  PRACTICE  SEASONS 
1  PRESEASON  FIELD  HOCKEY 

SCRIMMAGE 

Intent:  To  permit  institutions  to  participate  in  one  field  hockey 
scrimmage  during  the  preseason  practice  period  prior  to  the  tirst 
scheduled  contest. 

A*  Bylaws:  Amend  17.6.3.1,  page  258,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote] 

“17.6.3.1  Traditional  Segment 

“(a)  Divisions  I  and  II  —  The  first  Saturday  in  September,  ex- 
cept  as  provided  in  17.6*5.1.1.” 

[Remainder  of  17.6.3.1  unchanged.] 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.6.5.1  by  adding  new  17.6.5.1.1,  page  258, 
renumbering  subsequent  sections,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote] 
“17*6.5*1*1  Scrimmages/Exhibition  Games.  A  member 
institution  may  play  one  field  hockey  scrimmage  or 
exhibition  game  (which  shall  not  count  toward  the 
institution’s  won-lost  record)  prior  to  the  first 
scheduled  contest  during  a  particular  academic 
year,  provided  the  scrimmage  or  exhibition  game  is 
conducted  during  the  institution’s  declared  playing 
season  per  17.6.1  (including  the  preseason  practice 
period)  and  is  counted  against  the  maximum  num¬ 
ber  of  contests.” 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Big  Ten  Conference, 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  This  proposal  would  allow  field  hockey  student-athletes 
an  opportunity  to  better  prepare  prior  to  the  first  scheduled  con¬ 
test  There  would  be  no  added  time  demands  or  increase  in  the 
number  of  contests,  and  a  similar  provision  already  exists  for 
soccer. 
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Committee  Position  (Council  Subcommittee  on  Playing  and  | 
Practice  Seasons):  The  subcommittee  voted  to  support  this  | 
proposal  with  the  understanding  that  it  does  not  result  in  add  •  f 
tional  preseason  practice  opportunities.  * 

Action:  Adopted  by  Divisions  I  and  II.  | 

NO  96  (NO.  2-111)  FOOTBALL  NONCONTACT  AND  I 

NO.  9b  uw.  t  ORIENTATION  PERIODS  | 

Intent:  To  permit  student-athletes  to  wear  shoulder  pads  during  the  | 
fall  football  noncontact  and  orientation  periods.  j 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.7.2.3.  page  262,  as  follows:  | 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I- A,  I-AA  and  II  football,  dm  e  | 

vote]  | 

“17  7  2  3  Three-Day,  Noncontact,  Conditioning  Practice  Period.  , 
Physical  activity  during  the  first  three  days  of  the  preseason 
practice  period^hall  be  limited  to  noncontact  conditioning 
drills.  No  football  gear  or  protective  equipment  other  than  hea  - 
E?ear  shoulder  pads  (in  Divisions  1  and  II  only),  shoes, 
pant’s  and  porous  lightweight  jerseys  shall  be  worn  during  prac-  j 
tice  sessions  in  this  three-day  period.  ] 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.7.2.5.1,  page  263,  as  follows:  | 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA  football,  divided  vote]  ; 
“17.7.2.5.1  Practice  During  Orientation  Period.  Dunng ? ’."}£*  : 
entation  period,  practice  shall  be  limited  to  noncontact  drills,  . 
and  no  football  gear  or  protective  equipment  other  than  ead-  i 
gear  shoulder  pads,  shoes,  pants  and  porous  lightweight  jer¬ 
seys  shall  be  worn  by  players  during  practice  sessions. 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Pacific-10  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale-  When  1994  NCAA  Convention  Proposal  No.  133  was  ap¬ 
proved  the  use  of  shoulder  pads  was  permitted  during  spring 
noncontact  sessions.  The  same  principle  should  permit  their  use 
during  fall  noncontact  and  orientation  periods. 

Committee  Position  (Council  Subcommittee  on  Playing  and 
Practice  Seasons):  The  subcommittee  voted  to  support  this 
proposal. 

Action:  Parts  A  and  B  adopted  by  Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA.  Part  A 
adopted  by  Division  II. 

Mn  07  iNO  2  116)  PLAYING  AND  PRACTICE  SEASONS  - 
NO.  97  (NO.  2-116)  FOR  FOOTBALL  BOWL 

GAME 

Intent-  To  specify  that  a  certified  postseason  football  game  shall  be 
played  not  later  than  January  4  immediately  following  the  con- 
elusion  of  the  regular  football  season. 

Bylaws:  Amend  17.7.4.2,  page  263,  as  follows: 
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[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA  football,  dlv'd®d™^e! 

“17  7  4  2  Final  Date  for  Bowl  Game.  In  Divisions  I-A  an  - 

AA  the  certified  postseason  football  bowl  game  in  17.7  4- 

77  ,,t  nlaved  not  later  than  the  January  4 

LtelTfollowing  the  conclusion  of  the  regular  football 

In  Divisions  II  and  III,  Tthe  certified  postseason  foot- 
season.  In  Divisions  than  the  Jan. 

SSfests 

later  than  January  3  of  that  year. 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Atlantic  Coast  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

T5  This  nroDosal  would  allow  greater  flexibility  in  schedul- 

fSu  games  .-/provide  maximum  exposure 

for  competing  teams  and  opportunity  for  fan  suppo  . 

Committee  Position  (Special  Events  Committee):  The  commit¬ 
tee  encourages  the  Council  to  support  this  proposal. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  1-A.  Not  moved  in  Division  I-AA. 

NO  98  (NO.  2-114)  PLAYING  AND  PRACTICE  SEASONS  - 
NO.  9»  UW.  *  DIVISION  II  FOOTBALL 

Tn  Division  II  to  reduce  the  number  of  football  contests  from 
tote?l  to  iO  and  establish  the  first  contest  fete  with  outside  compe- 
tition  as  the  second  Saturday  in  September. 

A,  Bylaws:  Amend  17.7.3,  page  263,  as  follows: 

[Division  tl  football  only] 

X»epM 

when  selected  to  participate  in  the  National  Football  Foundation 
,  n  rramo  nr  thp  American  Football  Coaches  Retirement 
™  by  u»  National  Association 

of  Collegiate  Directors  of  Athletics  and  played  in  theweek  prior 

S  the  beginning  of  the  regular  playing  semon  mfootb^In  lh- 

vision  II,  a  member  institution  shall  not  play  its  hrst  con 
testTgame  or  scrimmage)  with  outside  competition  in 
football  prior  to  the  second  Saturday  in  September.  In  D 

'^inn  III  a  member  institution  shall  not  play  its  first  contest 
(same  or  scrimmage)  with  outside  competition  in  football  prior 
SSJ  S™  Saturday  11  weeks  before  the  first  ronnd  ofth. 
NCAA  Division  III  Football  Championship. 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.7.5.1,  pages  263-264,  as  follows. 

[Division  II  football  only] 

“17  7  5  1  Maximum  Limitations  —  Institutional.  A  member  in 
stitution  shalHimit  its  total  regular-season jlgjng 
with  outside  competition  in  the  sport  of  football  during  the  per 


missible  football  playing  season  in  any  one  year  to  the  following 
number  of  contests  (games  and  scrimmages),  except  as  provided 
for  member  institutions  located  in  Alaska  and  Hawaii  under 
17.22.2,  and  except  as  provided  for  all  members  under  17.7.5.2: 

“(a)  Divisions  I  and  If —  11. 

“(b)  Division  II  - 10. 

[17.7.5. l-(b)  relettered  as  17.7.5.1-(c)  and  17.7.5.1.1,  unchanged.] 
“17.7.5.1.2  Maximum  Limitations  —  Student- Athlete.  An  in¬ 
dividual  student- athlete  may  participate  in  each  academic 
year  in  not  more  than  11  football  contests  in  Divisions  I  and  it 
and  in  not  more  than  10  football  games  in  Divisions  II  and 
III.  This  limitation  includes  those  contests  in  which  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  represents  the  institution  in  accordance  with 
17.02.8,  including  competition  as  a  member  of  the  varsity, 
junior  varsity  or  freshman  team  of  the  institution.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Division  II  Steering  Committee). 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  The  proposed  reduction  in  the  number  of  football  con¬ 
tests  from  11  to  10  and  the  proposed  movement  of  the  first  per¬ 
missible  contest  date  to  the  second  Saturday  in  September  will 
further  one  of  the  primary  objectives  of  the  reform  movement, 
which  is  to  reduce  the  cost  of  operating  intercollegiate  athletics 
programs.  In  response  to  a  cost-containment  survey  conducted 
by  the  Division  II  Steering  Committee,  over  three-fourths  of  Di¬ 
vision  II  institutions  that  sponsor  football  programs  indicated 
support  for  such  a  proposal  and  further  indicated  that  its  adop¬ 
tion  would  result  in  moderate  or  significant  savings  at  their  in¬ 
stitutions.  It  should  be  noted  that,  in  conjunction  with  this  pro¬ 
posal,  the  Division  II  Steering  Committee  has  recommended 
that  the  Division  II  Championships  Committee  consider  moving 
the  dates  for  the  Division  II  playoffs  up  one  week.  Shortening 
the  playing  season  also  is  consistent  with  another  goal  of  the  re¬ 
form  movement,  which  is  to  reduce  the  amount  of  time  student- 
athletes  are  required  to  be  involved  in  athletically  related  activi¬ 
ties  and  allow  them  to  enjoy  a  more  complete  college  experience. 

Action:  Defeated  as  amended  by  No.  98-1  by  Division  II. 

NO.  98-1  PLAYING  AND  PRACTICE  SEASONS  — 
DIVISION  II  FOOTBALL 

Intent:  Tb  remove  the  proposed  restrictions  regarding  the  first  con¬ 
test  date  in  Division  II  football  from  Proposal  No.  98. 

Bylaws:  Amend  Proposal  No.  98-A,  17.7.3,  as  follows: 

[Division  II  football  only] 

“17.7.3  First  Contest.  In  Divisions  I  and  It,  a  member  institution  shall  not  play  its  first 
contest  (game  or  scrimmage)  with  outside  competition  in  footbail  prior  to  September  1 
(or  the  preceding  Saturday  if  September  1  fails  on  a  Sunday  or  Monday)  except  when 
selected  to  participate  in  the  National  Football  Foundation  benefit  game  or  the  Amen- 
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can  Football  Coaches  Retirement  Trust  benefit  game,  both  sponsored  by  the  National 
Association  of  Collegiate  Directors  of  Athletics  and  played  in  the  week  prior  to  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  the  regular  playing  season  in  football.  In  Division  II,  a  member  institution 
shall  not  play  its  first  contest  (game  or  scrimmage)  with  outside  competition  in  football 
prior  to  the  second  Saturday  In  September.  In  Division  HI.  a  member  institution  shall 
not  play  its  first  contest  (game  or  scrimmage)  with  outside  competition  in  football  prior 
to  the  Friday  or  Saturday  1 1  weeks  before  the  first  round  of  the  NCAA  Division  III  Foot¬ 
ball  Championship ” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Division  II  Steering  Committee). 

Rationale:  The  adoption  of  this  amendment-to-amendment  will 
avoid  scheduling  problems  that  may  be  created  by  the  adoption 
of  a  later  starting  date  in  Division  II  football. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  II. 

NO.  99  (NO.  2-119)  CONTEST  LIMITATIONS  —  SOFTBALL 
TOURNAMENTS 

Intent:  Tb  define  the  term  “tournament”  as  it  applies  to  countable 
contests  in  Divisions  I  and  II  softball. 

Bylaws:  Amend  17.15.5.1.1,  page  294,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  1  and  II,  divided  vote] 
“17.15-5.1.1  Tournament  Dates  —  Divisions  I  and  II.  In  Divi¬ 
sions  I  and  II,  each  date  of  a  softball  tournament  shall  be  count¬ 
ed  as  one  contest,  and  not  more  than  10  tournaments  shall  be 
scheduled  in  an  academic  year.  For  purposes  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion,  a  tournament  shall  be  defined  as  an  intercollegiate 
athletics  event  in  which  all  of  the  following  conditions 
are  satisfied: 

“(a)  The  event  is  a  series  of  consecutive  athletics  contests 
that  culminate  in  the  designation  of  one  team  champi¬ 
on.  Teams  may  advance  through  a  single-elimination, 
double-elimination  or  pool-play  bracket  structure; 

“(b)  The  event  is  not  longer  than  five  days  in  duration, 
with  a  maximum  of  four  contests  per  team  scheduled 
on  any  one  day*  Competition  may  he  held  at  more 
than  one  site,  and 

“(c)  Competing  teams  are  selected  (and  may  be  seeded  ac¬ 
cording  to  athletics  ability)  in  advance  of  the  compe¬ 
tition.” 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Mid-Continent  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  Since  there  is  no  official  definition  of  a  “tournament,”  in¬ 
stitutions  must  interpret  for  themselves  which  softball  events 
qualify  as  tournaments  for  purposes  of  the  contest  limitations. 
While  it  is  unnecessary  to  implement  a  sanctioning  process  for 
softball  events,  it  should  be  clarified  legislatively  what  condi¬ 
tions  must  be  met  for  teams  to  be  able  to  count  the  dates  of  a 
softball  tournament  as  one  contest.  The  specific  event  in  ques- 
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r  s  szsisz 

held  annually  for  three  weeks  in  March. 

„  *, i  pncitinTi  (Council  Subcommittee  on  Playing 

0n^actice  Seasons):  The  subcommittee  voted  to  support  this 
proposal. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I  and  II. 

NO.  100  (NO.  E^"R!SS5^2SfflS- 

(NACWAA)  Volleyball  Classic  during  the  week  prior  to  the  firs 
permissible  date  of  competition. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.19.2.1,  page  312,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only] 

«  17. 19.2.1  Traditional  Segment 

“(*)  Divisions  I  and  II  —  The  date  that  permits  a  maximum  of 
?9  practice  opportunities  (see  17.02.13)  prior  to  the  first 
scheduled  intercollegiate  contest  (excluding  the  early  alu 
ni  match  and  the  NACWAA  Volleyball  Classic  permitted 

in  17.19.3. 1).* 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.19.3,  page  312,  as  follows. 

[Division  I  only] 

«1 7  i  q  o  First  Date  of  Competition  —  Women.  A  member  institu- 
t  on  shall  not  engage  in  its  first  date  of  competition  (game  or 
scrimmage)  wTth  outside  competition  in  each  segment  in 
women’s  volleyball  prior  to  the  following  dates: 

“17  19.3.1  Traditional  Segment 

“(a)  Divisions  I  and  II  —  September  1  or  the  preceding  Fri¬ 
day  if  September  1  falls  on  a  Saturday,  Sunday  or  Mon¬ 
day  except  that  an  alumni  match  may  be  played  the 
weekend  prior  to  September  1  when  September  1  does 
not  fall  on  a  Saturday,  Sunday  or  Monday ;  and  in  Di¬ 
vision  I,  the  NACWAA  Volleyball  Classic  may  be 
played  during  the  week  prior  to  the  first  permis- 
sible  date  of  competition.” 

[Remainder  of  17.19.3  unchanged.] 
c  ^  MPA  A  Council'  University  of  Illinois,  Chicago;  Illinois  State 

S  ^Jni  vere^  Loyola  Univereity(lllinois);  University  of  Minnesota. 

Twin  Cities'  Monmouth  College  (New  Jersey);  Northeastern  Urn- 
vTrsitv  Northern  Illinois  University;  Southwest  Missouri  State 
University  Washington  State  University;  University  of^scon- 
S;  Madison;  Univfrsity  of  Wisconsin,  Milwaukee,  and  Wright 
State  University. 

Effective  Date;  Immediately. 
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Rationale:  The  NACWAA  Volleyball  Classic,  which  will  provide  na¬ 
tional  exposure  for  Division  I  volleyball,  is  designed  to  be  a 
major  event.  The  four- team  invitational  will  serve  as  a  source  of 
needed  revenue  for  NACWAA.  Revenue  generated  from  volley¬ 
ball  should  continue  to  increase  for  Division  I  programs  as  inter¬ 
est  and  attendance  are  promoted  through  events  of  this  type.  In 
the  centennial  year  of  volleyball,  the  timing  is  right  for  this  se¬ 
lect  event  to  begin. 

Committee  Position  (Special  Events  Committee):  The  commit¬ 
tee  noted  that  this  proposal  should  be  studied  by  the  special 
committee  or  subcommittee  that  the  Council  will  appoint  to  re¬ 
view  all  contest  exemptions. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  1. 

NO  101  (NO.  2-121)  CONTEST  EXEMPTIONS  —  DIVISION 
I  WOMEN’S  VOLLEYBALL 

j  Intent:  To  exempt  participation  in  the  NACWAA  Volleyball  Classic 
\  from  counting  against  an  institution’s  maximum  number  of 

\  dates  of  competition  in  women’s  volleyball. 

i  Bylaws:  Amend  17.19.9,  pages  314-315,  as  follows: 

1  [Division  I  only] 

!  “17, 19. 9  Annual  Exemptions.  The  maximum  number  of  dates  of 

competition  in  the  sport  of  volleyball  shall  exclude  the  following 
(see  Figure  17-22): 

[17.19.9-(a)  through  17.19.9-(d),  unchanged.] 

I  «(e)  Division  I  —  NACWAA  Volleyball  Classic.  In  Division 
I  I,  competition  in  the  NACWAA  Volleyball  Classic.” 

I  [17.19,9-(e)  through  17.19.9-(m)  relettered  as  17.19.9-(f)  through 

%  17.19.9-(n),  unchanged.] 

#  Source:  NCAA  Council;  University  of  Arizona;  Ball  State  Universi- 
?!  ty;  Cleveland  State  University;  Drake  University;  University  of 

|  Illinois,  Chicago;  Illinois  State  University;  Indiana  State  Univer- 

|f  sity;  Loyola  University  (Illinois);  Monmouth  College  (New  Jer- 

tf  sey);  Northeastern  University;  Northern  Illinois  University; 

H  University  of  Northern  Iowa;  Southern  Illinois  University  at 

B  Carbondale;  University  of  Tennessee,  Knoxville;  Virginia  Poly- 

r|  technic  Institute,  and  University  of  Wisconsin,  Milwaukee. 

|f  Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  The  NACWAA  Volleyball  Classic  is  a  preseason  event  de- 
pi  signed  to  provide  national  exposure  for  Division  I  volleyball  and 
benefit  NACWAA.  It  is  a  showcase  event  for  women’s  volleyball, 
m  much  like  the  NACDA  Kick-Off  Classic  for  football.  This  event  is 

jra  similar  to  others  that  receive  exemptions  from  the  contest  iimi- 

|jp$.  tations  in  other  sports. 

m{  Committee  Position  (Special  Events  Committee):  The  commit- 
Sp|  tee  noted  that  this  proposal  should  be  studied  by  the  special 
committee  or  subcommittee  that  the  Council  will  appoint  to  re- 
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view  all  contest  exemptions. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I. 

NO  102  (NO.  2-122)  OUTSIDE  COMPETITION  —  WATER 
POLO 

Intent:  To  eliminate  the  limit  on  the  number  of  student-athletes 
from  the  same  collegiate  institution  who  may  practice  and  com¬ 
pete  during  vacation  periods  and  the  summer  on  the  same  out¬ 
side  amateur  water  polo  team. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.20.7.1.1.1,  page  319,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  l  and  III,  divided  vote] 

“17, 20. 7. 1.1.1  Divisions  I  and  III  Vacation-Period  Exception.  A 
Division  I  or  III  student- athlete  may  compete  outside  of  the  in¬ 
stitution’s  declared  playing  and  practice  season  as  a  member  of 
an  outside  team  in  any  noncollegiate,  amateur  competition 
during  any  official  vacation  period  published  in  the  institu¬ 
tion’s  catalog.  There  are  no  limitations  on  7the  number  of 
student-athletes  from  any  one  institution  shall  not  exceed  four  who 
may  compete  on  an  outside  amateur  water  polo  team.” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.20.7.1.3,  page  320,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  III,  divided  vote] 
“17,20.7.1.3  Out  of  Season.  There  is  a  limit  of  four  are  no  limita¬ 
tions  on  the  number  of  student-athletes  from  the  same  mem¬ 
ber  institution  with  eligibility  remaining  who  may  practice  or 
compete  out  of  season  on  an  outside  amateur  water  polo  team  in 
Divisions  I  and  III),  provided  competition  on  an  outside 
team  occurs  only  during  the  summer,  except  as  provided 
in  14.7.5  and  14.7.6  ” 

[Remainder  of  17.20.7.1.3  unchanged.] 

Source:  Bucknell  University;  University  of  California,  Berkeley; 
University  of  California,  Irvine;  University  of  Hawaii,  Manoa; 
Iona  College;  University  of  the  Pacific  (California);  St.  Francis 
University  (New  York);  University  of  Southern  California;  U.S. 
Merchant  Marine  Academy,  and  U.S.  Naval  Academy. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  Water  polo  is  a  sport  with  relatively  small  participation 
numbers  limited  to  certain  geographical  areas.  It  requires  a  year- 
round  training  program,  much  like  swimming.  The  number  of  50- 
meter  pools  that  can  accommodate  this  practice  is  also  limited.  In 
order  for  student-athletes  to  compete  on  an  outside  team  in  limit¬ 
ed  numbers,  students  have  to  travel  unreasonable  distances,  if 
teams  even  exist  in  other  areas.  Limiting  participation  to  a  cer¬ 
tain  number  on  the  same  team  is  extremely  unfair  to  those  play¬ 
ers  who  may  not  be  chosen  to  play  on  the  local  team.  There  should 
be  no  concern  that  college  teams  will  have  mandatory  year-round 
practices,  since  college  coaches  are  not  permitted  to  coach  their 
collegiate  players  during  the  summer  months,  and  NCAA  institu- 
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tions  may  not  fund  outside  teams.  This  proposal  will  simply  allow 
players  who  are  concentrated  in  specific  areas  to  play  on  a  sum¬ 
mer  team.  This  same  opportunity  is  currently  permitted  in  ice 
hockey  during  the  summer,  for  largely  the  same  reasons. 

Committee  Position  (Council  Subcommittee  on  Playing  and 
Practice  Seasons):  The  subcommittee  voted  to  support  this 
proposal. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Divisions  I  and  III. 

NO.  103  (NO.  2-123)  DATES  OF  COMPETITION  — 
WRESTLING 

Intent:  In  the  sport  of  wrestling  in  Divisions  I  and  II,  to  specify  that 
not  more  than  two  two-day  meets  shall  count  as  a  single  date  of 
competition  each. 

Bylaws:  Amend  17.21.5.1,  page  321,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote] 
“17.21.5.1  Maximum  Limitations  —  Institutional.  A  member  in¬ 
stitution  shall  limit  its  total  playing  schedule  with  outside  com¬ 
petition  in  the  sport  of  wrestling  during  the  permissible 
wrestling  playing  season  to  16  dates  of  competition,  which,  in 
Divisions  I  and  II,  may  include  not  more  than  two  two- 
day  meets  that  shall  each  count  as  a  single  date  of  compe¬ 
tition  each,  except  for  those  dates  of  competition  excluded 
under  17.21.5.2  [see  also  17.21.3.  l-(b)]” 

[17.21.5.1.1  unchanged.] 

“17.21.5.1.2  Maximum  Limitations  —  Student-Athlete.  An 
individual  student-athlete  may  participate  in  each  academic 
year  in  not  more  than  16  dates  of  competition  in  wrestling, 
which,  in  Divisions  I  and  II,  may  include  not  more 
than  two  two-day  meets  that  shall  each  count  as  a 
single  date  of  competition  each.  This  limitation  includes 
those  dates  of  competition  in  which  the  student  represents 
the  institution  in  accordance  with  17.02.8,  including  compe¬ 
tition  as  a  member  of  the  varsity,  junior  varsity  or  freshman 
team  of  the  institution.” 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Big  Ten  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995 

Rationale:  This  proposal  attempts  to  correct  what  is  felt  to  be  an  ex¬ 
cessive  reduction  (from  21  to  16)  in  the  maximum  number  of 
dates  of  competition  in  wrestling  that  was  adopted  in  1991.  The 
current  limits  do  not  permit  adequate  opportunities  for  the  regu¬ 
lar-season  scheduling  of  conference  opponents  or  time  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  events  to  promote  the  sport  of  wrestling. 

Committee  Position  (Council  Subcommittee  on  Playing  and 
Practice  Seasons):  The  subcommittee  voted  to  oppose  this  pro¬ 
posal. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Divisions  I  and  II. 
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Championships 

NO  104  (NO.  2-124)  CHAMPIONSHIPS  CRITERIA  — 
MINIMUM  SPONSORSHIP 
EXCEPTION 

Intent:  To  extend  the  moratorium  on  the  discontinuation  of  National 
Collegiate  Championships  through  the  1996-97  academic  year. 

Bylaws:  Amend  18.2.10.1,  page  330,  as  follows: 

IGeneral  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 

“18  2  10  1  National  Collegiate  Championships  Exception.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  1994-95, 1995-96  and  1996-97  academic  years,  an  exist¬ 
ing  National  Collegiate  Championship  shall  not  be  canceled,  nor 
shall  transportation  and  per  diem  expenses  be  discontinue  ,  ue 
to  that  championship’s  failure  to  meet  the  minimum  numerical 
sponsorship  requirements  for  maintaining  the  championship. 
Upon  the  expiration  of  this  legislative  exception,  if  during  e 
1994-95  1996-97  period  a  championship  fell  below  the  applicable 
minimum  numerical  sponsorship  requirement  set  forth  in  18.^3 
or  18.2.4,  it  shall  be  discontinued  automatically. 

Source:  Brigham  Young  University;  University  of  California,  Berke¬ 
ley;  University  of  Illinois,  Champaign;  University  of  Illinois, 
Chicago;  University  of  Iowa;  University  of  Massachusetts 
Amherst;  University  of  Minnesota,  Twin  Cities;  University  of 
Nebraska,  Lincoln;  Pennsylvania  State  University;  Southern 
Connecticut  State  University;  Springfield  College;  Syracuse  Uni¬ 
versity;  U.S.  Air  Force  Academy;  U.S.  Military  Academy,  and 
College’ of  William  and  Mary. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  No  NCAA  championship  should  be  canceled  before  a  re¬ 
view  is  made  of  the  items  listed  below.  Each  championship 
should  be  reviewed  individually  with  the  rationale  for  discontin¬ 
uing  a  championship  being  specific  to  the  sport  rather  than  dis¬ 
continuing  a  championship  based  upon  an  arbitrary  number. 
The  rationale  for  extending  the  moratorium  on  the  discontinua¬ 
tion  of  National  Collegiate  Championships  through  1996-97  in¬ 
cludes:  (1)  To  allow  the  courts  to  interpret  the  pending  suits  on 
discrimination;  (2)  To  allow  more  time  for  institutions  to  set  poli¬ 
cies  on  the  role  of  gender  equity;  (3)  To  allow  more  time  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether  the  quality  of  a  championship  should  be  deter¬ 
mined  solely  by  the  number  of  teams,  and  (4)  To  allow  more  time 
for  the  national  governing  bodies  to  react  to  the  legislation 
passed  at  the  1994  NCAA  Convention. 

Committee  Position  (Executive  Committee):  The  committee 
voted  to  oppose  this  proposal.  The  committee  believes  it  is  con¬ 
trary  to  the  principles  it  established  in  this  regard,  and  to  the 
legislation  adopted  at  the  1994  Convention,  after  two  years  of 
study  and  discussion  with  the  membership. 
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Action:  Adopted. 

NO  105  (NO.  2-125)  WOMEN’S  CHAMPIONSHIPS — 

NO.  io&  i  MINIMUM  SPONSORSHIP 

requirements 

Intent:  To  permit  a  National  Collegiate  Championship  or  a  ^vision 
championship  for  women  that  existed  during  the  1993-94  aca 
demTc  year  to  be  continued  through  the  1998-99  academic  year, 

even  iff  during  that  period,  the  number  of  ^menfoMoTiStitu- 
ing  the  sport  falls  below  the  minimum  requirement  of  40  institu 

tions. 

Bylaws:  Amend  18.2.10  by  adding  new  18.2.10.2,  page  330,  as  fol¬ 
lows:  . 

[General  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 

“18  2.10.2  Exception  —  Women’s  Championships  Existing 
During  1993-94.  A  National  Collegiate  Championship  ora 
division  championship  for  women  that  existed  dunng  the 
1993-94  academic  year  (per  18.2.3)  shall  contmue  throug 
the  1998-99  academic  year,  even  if  fewer  than  40  institu- 
tions  sponsor  the  sport/ 

Source-  All  members  of  the  Centennial  Conference  Bloomsburg 
University  of  Pennsylvania,  Clarion  University  of  Pennsylva¬ 
nia  Edinboro  University  of  Pennsylvania,  East  Stroudsburg 
University  of  Pennsylvania,  Indiana  Umvecsity  of  Pennsylva¬ 
nia  Kutztown  University  of  Pennsylvania,  Lock  Haven  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Pennsylvania,  Mansfield  University  of  Pennsylva¬ 
nia  Millersville  University  of  Pennsylvania,  Shippensbu  g 
University  of  Pennsylvania  and  Slippery  Rock  University  of 
Pennsylvania. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale-  In  keeping  with  the  commitment  to  gender  equity,  this 
proposal  would  make  an  exception  for  the  continuation  of  al¬ 
ready-existing  championships  for  women  Efforts  are  hexng 
made  by  the  national  governing  bodies  of  the  U.S.  Olympic 
Committee  and  others  to  encourage  sP°"s°{'shlp ™ 
sports  at  member  institutions;  if  successful,  those  efforts  may 
result  in  sports  that  are  near  or  below  minimum i  moving  well 
beyond  the  40  sponsors  needed.  A  discontinued  championship, 
however,  will  require  50  sponsors  to  reinstate  it. 
tutions  validate  their  sports  sponsorship  based  on  the  ottering 
of  NCAA  championships,  the  discontinuation  of  a  women 
championship  may  result  in  the  institution  dropping  *atsp°rt 
from  its  program,  resulting  in  a  further  diminution  of  opportu¬ 
nities  for  women.  This  proposal  is  not  meant  to  ‘mply  that 

women’s  championships  are  of  any  greater  value  than  those 
men’s  championships  that  might  be  discontinued,  but  it  does 
take  into  account  the  reality  that,  given  concerns  for  Participa¬ 
tion  rates  and  the  fiscal  condition  of  many  athletics  depart- 
ments,  it  seems  more  likely  that  womens  sports  are  the  ones 
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that  will  be  added  in  the  foreseeable  future. 

Committee  Position  (Executive  Committee):  The  committee 
voted  to  oppose  this  proposal.  The  committee  believes  it  is  con¬ 
trary  to  the  principles  it  established  in  this  regard,  and  to  the 
legislation  adopted  at  the  1994  Convention,  after  two  years  of 
study  and  discussion  with  the  membership. 

Action:  Adopted. 

NO.  106  (NO.  2-126)  NATIONAL  COLLEGIATE  DIVISION  I 
CHAMPIONSHIPS  —  WOMEN’S  GOLF 

Intent:  To  establish  an  NCAA  Division  I  Women's  Golf  Champi¬ 
onship. 

Bylaws:  Amend  Bylaw  18.3.2,  page  331,  as  follows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 

“18.3.2  National  Collegiate  Division  I  Championships  (23)  (24) 
“Women  (10)  (11) 

“Golf' 

[Remainder  of  18.3.2  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Executive  Committee). 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  This  proposal  establishes  a  Division  I  championship  op¬ 
portunity  in  women’s  golf,  while  maintaining  the  current  Na¬ 
tional  Collegiate  Women’s  Golf  Championship  for  Divisions  II 
and  III  institutions. 

Action:  Adopted. 

NO.  107  (NO.  2-127)  NATIONAL  COLLEGIATE  DIVISION  II 
CHAMPIONSHIPS 

[Note:  The  sponsors  have  indicated  their  intent  to  withdraw  the 
following  proposal] 

Intent:  To  make  the  Division  II  swimming  and  diving  champi¬ 
onships  a  combined  scoring  event  for  men  and  women. 

Bylaws:  Amend  18.3.3,  page  331,  as  follows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 

“18.3.3  National  Collegiate  Division  II  Championships  (23)  (22) 


“Men  (13)  (12) 

Women  (10)  (9) 

Men  and  Women  (1) 

“Baseball 

Basketball 

Swimming  and  Diving” 

“Basketball 

Cross  Country 

“Cross  Country 

Field  Hockey 

“Football 

Soccer 

“Golf 

Softball 

“Ice  Hockey 

Swimming  and- Diving 

“Lacrosse 

Tennis 

“Soccer 

Indoor  Track 

“ Swimming  and  Diving 

Outdoor  Track 

“Tennis 

Volleyball 
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“Indoor  Track 
“Outdoor  Track 
“Wrestling 

Source-  Clarion  University  of  Pennsylvania,  Colorado  School  of 
Mines  University  of  Denver,  Gannon  University.  Lock .Haven 
University  of  Pennsylvania,  Northern  Michigan  UniversityOak- 
land  University  and  Southern  Connecticut  State  University. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  The  sponsorship  of  Division  II  swimming  programs  is 
perilously  close  to  the  40  minimum  needed  for  continuation  of 
the  championship  (47  men’s  programs  and  51  women  s  pro- 
erams)  This  proposal  would  ensure  continuation  of  a  champi¬ 
onship  for  men  in  the  immediate  future,  and  of  a  championship 
for  women  in  the  long  term.  The  programs  for  iron i  and  women 
have  strong  ties  at  most  institutions  and  often  are  coached  by 
the  same  individual.  The  championships  currently  are  conducted 
at  the’same  site,  so  there  would  be  no  change  in  the  logistics  of 
the  event,  simply  a  change  in  the  scoring. 

Committee  Position  (Executive  Committee):  The  committee 
voted  to  oppose  this  proposal. 

Action:  Withdrawn. 


General 

NO.  108  (NO.  2-2)  EMERGING  SPORTS  FOR  WOMEN 
Intent:  To  establish  a  timetable  for  the  application  of  NCAA  legisla¬ 
tion  to  emerging  sports  for  women. 

A.  Constitution:  Amend  3. 2.4.4,  page  10,  as  follows. 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 

“3. 2.4. 4  Application  of  Rules  to  All  Recognized  Varsity  Sports. 
The  constitution,  bylaws,  and  other  legislation  of  this  Associa¬ 
tion,  unless  othemise  specified  therein,  shall  apply  to  a  1  teams 
in  sports  recognized  by  the  member  institution  as  varsity  inter 
collegiate  sports  and  that  involve  all-male  teams,  mixed  teams  of 
male?  and  females,  and  all-female  teams  To  be  recognized  as  a 
varsity  sport,  the  following  conditions  must  be  met. 

“(a)  The  sport  shall  be  one  in  which  the  Association  conduct ts 
championships,  except  as  provided  m  20.9  3.2  1  (Uivismn  i 
waiver)  20.10.3.4.1  (Division  II  waiver)  or  20.11.3.1.1  (L>ivi 
sion  III  waiver)  or  an  emerging  sport  for  women  per 
20.02.5  (see  timetable  in  3.2.4.4.1  for  application  o 
legislation  to  emerging  sports  for  women); 

[3.2.4.4-(b)  through  3.2.4.4-(e)  unchanged.] 

“3  2.4.4. 1  Emerging  Sports  Timetable.  The  following 
timetable  shall  govern  the  application  of  legislation 
to  emerging  sports  for  women: 
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“(a)  1994-95  —  Financial  aid  legislation  (see  15.5.3.2 
and  15.5.3.5)  and  minimum  contests  and  partici¬ 
pants  requirements  for  sports  sponsorship  (see 
20.9.3.3  —  Division  I  only)  applicable  to  emerging  . 
sports  programs. 

“(b)  1995-96  —  Amateurism  legislation  (see  12.01.5), 
seasons  of  competition  legislation  (see  14.01,8) 
and  awards  and  benefits  legislation  (see  16.01.4) 
applicable  to  emerging  sports  programs. 

“(c)  1996-97  and  thereafter  —  Institutions] "tus*  b.e  in 
full  compliance  with  all  remaining  NCAA  legisla¬ 
tion.7’ 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  12.01  by  adding  new  12.01.5,  page  69,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  votej 

“12.01.5  Compliance  with  Legislation  for  Emerging 
Sports.  Beginning  with  the  1995-96  academic  year, ® 
member  institution  sponsoring  an  emerging  sport  tor 
women  (see  20.02.5)  shall  comply  fully  m  th»t  Program 
with  all  applicable  amateurism  legislation  set  forth  in 

Bylaw  12.” 

C.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.01  by  adding  new  13.01.8,  page  84,  as  fol- 

l0WS:  ...  *  1 
[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  votel 

“13  01.8  Compliance  with  Legislation  for  Emerging 
Sports.  Beginning  with  the  1996-97  academic  year  a 
member  institution  sponsoring  an  emerging  sport  for 
women  (see  20.02.5)  shall  comply  fully  in  that  Program 
with  all  applicable  recruiting  legislation  set  forth  in 
Bylaw  13,  effective  for  student-athletes  first  entering  the 
collegiate  institution  on  or  after  August  1, 199b. 

D.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.01  by  adding  new  14.01.8,  page  129,  as  fol- 
lows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  votej 

“14.01.8  Compliance  with  Legislation  for  Emerging 

Sports.  _  ... 

“14.01.8.1  Seasons  of  Competition.  Beginning  with  the 
1995-96  academic  year,  a  member  institutionsponsor- 
ing  an  emerging  sport  for  women  (see  20.02.5)  shall 
comply  fully  in  that  program  with  all  applicable  sea- 
sons-of-competition  legislation  set  forth  in  Bylaw 

14.2.  ,  ...... 

“14  01  8.2  Initial,  Continuing  and  General  Eligibility 
Requirements.  Beginning  with  the  1996-97  academic 
year,  a  member  institution  sponsoring  an  emerging 
sport  for  women  shall  comply  fully  in  that  program 
with  aU  applicable  initial,  continuing  and  general  eli- 
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gibility  legislation  set  forth  in  Bylaw  14,  effective  for 
student-athletes  first  entering  the  collegiate  institu¬ 
tion  on  or  after  August  1, 1996.” 

E.  Bylaws:  Amend  16.01  by  adding  new  16.01.4,  page  207,  as  fol- 
lows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 

“16.01.4  Compliance  with  Legislation  for  Emerging 
Sports.  Beginning  with  the  1995-96  academic  year,  a 
member  institution  sponsoring  an  emerging  sport  for 
women  (see  20.02.5)  shall  comply  fully  in  that  program 
with  all  applicable  awards  and  benefits  legislation  set 
forth  in  Bylaw  16.” 

F  RESOLUTION:  PERSONNEL  LIMITATIONS  ANB  pLAY- 
’  ing-and-practice-season  LIMITATIONS  FOR 
EMERGING  SPORTS  FOR  WOMEN 

[All  divisions,  common  vote] 

“ Whereas ,  the  membership  adopted  legislation  at  the  1994 
Convention  establishing  emerging  sports  for  women  to  provide 
women  with  greater  opportunities  to  participate  in  collegiate  ath¬ 
letics;  and 

“ Whereas ,  the  membership  recognizes  the  importance  of  gradu¬ 
ally  bringing  the  emerging  sports  for  women  into  full  compliance 
with  NCAA  regulations;  and 

“Whereas,  additional  research  and  consultation  is  necessary  to 
identify  appropriate  personnel  and  playing-and-practice-season  limi¬ 
tations  in  emerging  sports  for  women; 

“Now,  Therefore ,  Be  it  Resolved,  that  the  Council  be  directed  to 
conduct  a  study  on  personnel  limitations  and  playing- and-practice- 
season  limitations  for  emerging  sports  for  women  and  to  submit  ap¬ 
propriate  legislation  for  consideration  by  the  membership  at  the 
1996  NCAA  Convention.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  This  proposal  will  provide  a  phase-in  period  to  permit  in¬ 
stitutions  to  bring  their  emerging  women’s  sports  programs  into 
full  compliance  with  NCAA  legislation.  Delaying  the  application 
of  some  NCAA  legislation  for  up  to  two  years  will  provide  insti¬ 
tutions  an  opportunity  to  promote  and  increase  participation  by 
female  student-athletes  in  these  emerging  sports. 

Action:  Adopted. 

NO.  109  (NO.  2-5)  VOTING  METHODS  —  MAIL  BALLOT 

Intent:  To  permit  a  mail  ballot  to  be  used  as  a  voting  mechanism  as 
part  of  the  Association’s  legislative  process. 

Constitution:  Amend  5. 1.4.4,  pages  34-35,  as  follows; 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 
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-5. 1.4.1  Voti;*,JJb*lKoiihpaddte ' roil  d5Lw!lbS» 
SXT.lfbilV.&i.Prd.n«  with  ,h«  following  proof 

dures:  ,  , . 

ic  i  4  4.(a)  through  5.1.4.4-(d)  unchanged.] 

Reconsidorati.il  of  a  mail  »o<e  ■ ^  SSS .1 PptohU 
vention  upon  a  majority  vf)t."  votingl.  The  Presi- 

SjS  o7,"  iw,”, 

Idaho. 

Effective  Date:  February  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  In  certain  is 

up  the  voting  process  at  the  NCAA  Uonvenrion  y  £ posals 

intended  to  provide  an  opportun  ty  for  decimng  P  y 
that  may  be  noncontrovers.al  and  that  dc '  ^  need  f  f  ^ 

SSATSSSp  ^^h^SSTti 

cation  regarding  this  process. 

Committee  Position  (Legislative  Review  **  '  did  note 

mittee  took  no  position  on  this  proposal,  ine  com  It 

that  while  it  encourages  a  more  effiaent^egisla  partjCular 
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to  express  opposition  to  a  particular  proposal. 

Action:  Referred  to  Oversight  Committee  on  NCAA  Members  ip 
Structure. 

NO.  110  (NO.  2-6)  SV^^FSliNDMENTS 

Intent:  To  specify  that  the  effective  date  of  any  proj^  legwlat ion 
for  an  NCAA  Convention  shall  be  not  earlier  than  August 
Swing  thaTConvention  and  to  establish  a  procedure  that  would 
permit  delegates  to  vote  to  adopt  a  different  effective  date. 

Constitution:  Amend  5.3. 10,  page  40,  as  follows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  votej 
“5  3  10  Effective  Date.  Unless  otherwise  spedfled.  aAn  amendments  o 

next  annual  Convention)  shall  become  effechve  upon  adjournment  of  the  Co""v 
“5  3  10  1  Objection  Alternative  to  Proposed  August  1  Eilective 
Date  If  a  voting  delegate  objecis  wishes  to  a  proposed  an  im¬ 
mediate  effective  date,  or  to  propose  any  other  effective 
date  prior  to  the  first  day  of  August,  a  two-thirds  majority  of 
all  delegates  present  and  eligible  to  vote  on  the  amendm 
fs  required  to  approve  the  immediate  or  alternative  effec- 
tive  date.  Hit  >s  not  approved,  the  effective  date  shall  be  the  first  day  olAm 

gust  following  adoption  by  the  Convention.  Those  “i.  all^ecome 

ified  as  being  effective  immediately  shall  become 
effective  upon  adjournment  of  the  Convention. 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Atlantic  Coast  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1, 1995. 

Rationale-  This  proposal  would  reduce  much  of  the  confusion  and 
controversy  generated  by  the  adoption  of  proposals  that  become 

effectL  upon  the  adjoumment  of  the  NCAA  Convention.  Ade¬ 
quate  time  is  necessary  to  communicate  and  ^ls®®^in^  ^asic 
mation  to  coaches,  staff  members,  boosters,  etc.,  regarding 
Sative  changes  and  the  inevitable  interpretations  that 
evolve  This  proposal  would  permit  institutions  and  individuals 
the  I, ml  needTto  digest  and  comprehend  legislative  changes 
before  they  actually  go  into  effect. 

Committee  Position  (Legislative  Review  Committee):  The  com- 
T^ttee  voted  to  support  this  proposal  but  noted  concerns  about 
the  potential  impact  the  proposal  could  have  on  the  Convention. 
The^committee  advised  the  sponsors  to  consider  modifying  the 
IroDosd^in  accordance  with  the  sponsor-modification  process) 
to  add  a  provision  to  allow  the  Council  and  Presidents  Commis¬ 
sion^  designate  an  effective  date  other  than  ' Ift^the 

nroDosals  they  are  sponsoring,  and  a  provision  to  allow  the 
Council  to  designate  an  effective  date  other  than  August  1 
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certain  membership-sponsored  proposals.  The  committee  be¬ 
lieves  that  this  could  minimize  the  number  of  votes  that  would 
have  to  be  taken  at  the  Convention.  (The  proposal  was  not  modi¬ 
fied  by  the  sponsors.) 

Action:  Adopted. 

NO.  Ill  (NO.  2-9)  AGREEMENTS  WITH  REPRESENTA¬ 
TIVES  OF  THE  INSTITUTION’S 
ATHLETICS  INTERESTS 

Intent:  To  require  institutions  to  include  in  an  agreement  to  provide 
any  benefit  or  privilege  relating  to  the  institution's  athletics  pro¬ 
gram  a  provision  that  any  such  benefit  or  privilege  may  be  with¬ 
held  if  an  individual  affected  by  the  agreement  is  involved  in  a 
violation  of  NCAA  legislation. 

Constitution:  Amend  6.4.2,  pages  47-48,  as  follows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 

“6.4.2  Representatives  of  Athletics  Interests.  An  institution's  ‘re¬ 
sponsibility  for  the  conduct  of  its  intercollegiate  athletics  pro¬ 
gram  shall  include  responsibility  for  the  acts  of  individuals  when 
a  member  of  the  institution’s  executive  or  athletics  administra¬ 
tion  has  knowledge  or  should  have  knowledge  that  such  an  indi¬ 
vidual: 

[6,4.2-(a)  through  6.4.2-(e)  unchanged.] 

“6.4,2. 1  Agreement  to  Provide  Benefit  or  Privilege. 
Any  agreement  between  an  institution  (or  any  organi¬ 
zation  that  promotes,  assists  or  augments  in  any  way 
the  athletics  interests  of  the  member  institution,  in¬ 
cluding  those  identified  per  6.4.1)  and  an  individual 
who,  for  any  consideration,  is  or  may  be  entitled 
under  the  terms  of  the  agreement  to  any  benefit  or 
privilege  relating  to  the  institution’s  athletics  pro¬ 
gram,  shall  contain  a  specific  clause  providing  that 
any  such  benefit  or  privilege  may  be  withheld  if  the 
individual  has  engaged  in  conduct  that  is  determined 
to  be  a  violation  of  NCAA  legislation.  The  clause  shall 
provide  for  the  withholding  of  the  benefit  or  privilege 
from  a  party  to  the  agreement  and  any  other  person 
who  may  be  entitled  to  a  benefit  or  privilege  under 
the  terms  of  the  agreement." 

[6.4.2.1  renumbered  as  6.4.2. 2,  unchanged.] 

[Note:  Appropriate  editorial  revisions  will  be  made  in  Bylaw 
19.6.2.6  to  reflect  the  adoption  of  this  legislation.] 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Committee  on  Infractions). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  The  NCAA  Committee  on  Infractions  has  processed 
cases  in  which  the  penalties  have  included  the  disassociation  of 
representatives  of  athletics  interests  as  set  forth  in  19.6.2.6,  In  a 
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few  cases,  disassociated  representatives  have  sought  to  retain 
ticket  benefits  from  the  penalized  institution  under  the  terms  of 
pre-existing  agreements  to  provide  such  benefits.  Retaining  such 
benefits  is  contrary  to  the  intent  and  purpose  of  the  disassocia¬ 
tion  penalty.  This  legislation  will  specify  that  agreements  for 
these  and  similar  benefits  or  privileges  must  contain  clauses 
making  it  clear  that  such  benefits  may  be  withheld  when  the  af¬ 
fected  individual  is  involved  in  a  violation  of  NCAA  rules. 

Action:  Adopted. 

NO.  112  (NO.  2-129)  INFRACTIONS  APPEALS 

Intent:  In  Divisions  II  and  III,  to  establish  the  appropriate  Council 
steering  committee  as  the  appellate  body  related  to  findings  of 
major  violations  by  the  Committee  on  Infractions. 

A  Bylaws:  Amend  19.1.2,  pages  338-339,  as  follows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 

“19.1.2  Authority  of  Committee.  Disciplinary  or  corrective  ac¬ 
tions  other  than  suspension  or  termination  of  membership  may 
be  effected  during  the  period  between  annual  Conventions  by 
members  of  the  Committee  on  Infractions  present  and  voting  at 
any  duly  called  meeting  thereof,  provided  the  call  of  such  a 
meeting  shall  have  contained  notice  of  the  situation  presenting 
the  disciplinary  problem.  Actions  of  the  committee  in  cases  in¬ 
volving  major  violations,  however,  shall  be  subject  to  review  by 
the  Infractions  Appeals  Committee,  or  in  the  case  of  a  Divi¬ 
sion  II  or  III  member,  the  appropriate  division  steering 
committee  of  the  Council,  on  appeal. 

[19.1.2.1  and  19.1.2.2  unchanged.] 

“19.1,2.3  Authority  of  Infractions  Appeals  Committee  or  Di¬ 
vision  Steering  Committee.  The  Infractions  Appeals 
Committee  or,  in  the  case  of  a  Division  H  or  III  mem¬ 
ber,  the  appropriate  division  steering  committee, 
shall  hear  and  act  upon  an  institution’s  appeal  of  the  find¬ 
ings  of  major  violations  by  the  Committee  on  Infractions." 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  19  3,  page  339,  as  follows: 

[Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote] 

“19.3  INFRACTIONS  APPEALS  COMMITTEE 
“The  Council  shall  appoint  an  Infractions  Appeals  Committee, 
which  shall  hear  and  act  upon  appeals  of  the  findings  of  major 
violations  by  the  Committee  on  Infractions  involving  Division 
I  members. 

[19.3.1  unchanged.] 

“19.3.2  Authority  and  Duties  of  Committee.  The  committee  shall 
hear  and  act  upon  appeals  of  the  findings  of  major  violations  by 
the  Committee  on  Infractions  involving  Division  I  members.” 

C.  Bylaws:  Amend  19.5.1,  page  340,  as  follows: 

[Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote] 
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“19  5  1  For  Major  Violations.  A  member  under  investigation  for 
major  vI.”at.ons  shall  be  given  the  following. 

[19.5. l-(a)  unchanged.]  Committee  on  Infrac- 

“(b)  An  opportunity  to  appear  bee*"  .  jn  the  case  of 

tions  (or  Infractions  Appeals  Committee,  or  m  t 

a  Division  II  or  III  rnemb^  the^pprop  t£)  an. 

n  Bvlaws  Amend  19.6.2.2,  page  341,  as  follows. 

D-  lD.min.nt  provision,  all  „n„te 

“19.6.2.2  Disciplinary  mong  the  disciplinary  mea- 

prescribed  for  secondary  violaUons  arn  g  ted  b  the  com. 

sures,  singly  or  in  combination  that  may  oe  aap  ,  ^ 

mittee  (or  the  Infract  ons  Appeals  "riate  division 

jtfSSa  £  imposed  again-  - 
institution  for  major  violations  are. 

[Remainder  of  19.6.2.2  unchanged.) 

E  Bvlaws-  Amend  19.6.2.4.1,  page  343,  as  follows. 

E*  ^  [General  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 

■i^i^onLions  of  “ 

tions  Appeals  Committee,  °.r  m  .  steering  committee 
III  member,  appeal)  may  identify  possible 

of  the  Council,  in  the  case  vv  during  a  probationary 

conditions  that  an  institution  must  s^y  ^  gse.L.case  basis 

period.  Such  conditions  shall  be  desigrmdonf^casebj^s 

to  focus  on  the  institution  s  admimstrative  wea  wnUen  re. 

in  the  case  and  shall  include, but  not^mnn ^  ^  the 

ports  from  the  institution  pert  g  or  -n  tbe  case  0f 

committee  (or  Infractions  Appea  appropriate  division 

a  Division  II  or  11  *  Council)  in-person  reviews  of  the 

steering  committee  of  the  Coun  ,  .  tbe  j^CAA  en- 

institution’s  athletics  policies  an  P  j y  deterrent  pro- 

forcement  staff,  implementation  of  educational  or  ^ 

Jams,  and  audits  for  epedfm  program^or  ^“^«mittee  (or 
tion  fails  to  satisfy  such  or  in  the ’case  of  a  Division  II 
Infractions  Appeals  Commit  ,  ,.  j  ion  steering  commit- 

or  III  member,  ^“PP^nstder  the  penalties  in  the  case 
‘and  may  extend  probationary  period  and/or  impose  addition- 

p  iTaw!0Amend  19.7.2  and  19.7.3,  page  344,  as  follows: 

’  [Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote]  ^  ^ 

“19.7.2  Appeal  of  Major fj’of  appeal  of  the  committee’s  findings 
right  to  give  written  notic  PP  tbe  penalty,  or  both  to 

of  major  violations  (subject  to  3  •  .  ^  thPe  case  of  a  Dm- 

^HoTiu  SSSSrfft.  app^opriaf  divi.ion  »*<"""* 
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committee  of  the  Council.  Member  If  any  current 

“19.7.3  Appeal  by  an  ber participates  in  a  hearing 

or  former  institutional  staff  iK  involved  in  a  finding 

before  the  Committee  on  n  r  .  Qtber  findings  by  the  com- 
of  a  violation  of  ethical  conduct .or j  >  o  ction  afainst  that  in- 

mittee  resulting  m  proposed  d^ciplm  ry  by  the  in¬ 
dividual,  the  lndmdualshallbe  jpventne  w  through  that 

stitution  involved  mtlwproc  (subject  t0  the  condi- 

institution  any  of  the  finding  Committee,  or  in  the 

tions  of  32.10.2)  to  the  Infractmns  Appeals^om  ^ 

case  of  a  Division  II  or  I  Council  Under  such  circum- 

sion  steering  committee' ^  legai  ‘counsel  may  appear 

—- 

G  32.10  and  32.11,  pages  465-466,  as  Mows, 

[General  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 

tee  of  the  Council,  the  meml ber  institutions  g  tQ  the 

appeal  of  penalty,  or  both,  shall  be  received  by 

conditions  of  32, 10.2)  or  t  P  y  15  caiendar  days 

the  NCAA  executive  director R^tion  reSwd  the  committee’s 
from  the  date  the  member  ,  b_jj  contain  a  statement 

report.  The  member’s  notice  of  appe^  ^contain  a  ch)efexoc. 

of  the  date  the  commitleBSi-epo  whether  the  institution 

utive  officer  and  a  statement  i ^"Vn«Jyh^^hether  the  insti- 
desires  to  submit  its  app  ,  Infractions  Appeals  Com- 

the^ Council  at  the  time  the  appeal  is  considered. 

[32.10.2  unchanged.]  ,  Member  Any  current  or 

“32.10.3  Appeal  by  an  lr.div.dual  Ja  finding  of 

former  institutional  stall  memoe  findings  by  the  commit- 

a  violation  of  ethical  conduct  or  in  other  tinamg  y  indi 

tee  resulting  in  proposed  dmc.plmary^ction  agams  ^ 

vidual  and  who  exercises  the  opp  ,itiong  32.10.2)  must 

findings  in  question  (.sub-J?C  ]  through  the  member  institu- 
submit  a  wntten  notice  of  appeal  tnrougn  calendar 

ion  to  the  NCAA  executive  director  nrt ^  Umn  10  ^ 

days  from  the  date  ^he counsel  may  ap- 
tee’s  report.  The  individual  and  personal  iega  ^  ^  th@  case 

pear  before  the  Infractions  APPe  .,  aDpropriate  division 
If  a  Division  II  or  IU  ^er^thc »  it  considers 

steering  committee  of  .  -  be  requested  to  noti- 

SltSS  S’Semtos  aSX  enfor^nt  staff  -ill 
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fy  all  other  individuals  directly,  of  the  appeal  opportunity 
“32  10.4  Report  to  Infractions  Appeals  Committee  or  Division 
Steering  Committee.  The  committee  shall  forward  a  report  of 
the  case  to  the  Infractions  Appeals  Committee,  or  in  the  case 
of  a  Division  II  or  III  member,  the  appropriate  division 
steering  committee  of  the  Council,  at  the  time  of  public  an¬ 
nouncement. 

“32.10.5  Expanded  Infractions  Report  on  Occasion  of  an  Appeal. 
The  Committee  on  Infractions  shall  be  obligated  to  submit  an 
expanded  infractions  report  to  the  Infractions  Appeals  Commit¬ 
tee,  or  in  the  case  of  a  Division  II  or  III  member,  the  ap¬ 
propriate  division  steering  committee  of  the  Council,  on 
each  case  that  has  been  appealed,  and  it  shall  include: 
[Remainder  of  32.10.5  unchanged.] 

“32.10.6  Expanded  Infractions  Report  to  Institution  and  Media. 
A  copy  of  the  Committee  on  Infractions’  expanded  infractions  re¬ 
port  to  the  Infractions  Appeals  Committee,  or  in  the  case  of  a 
Division  II  or  III  member,  the  appropriate  division  steer¬ 
ing  committee  of  the  Council,  (as  described  in  32.10.5)  shall 
be  provided  to  the  institution  prior  to  the  time  of  its  appearance 
before  the  Infractions  Appeals  Committee  or  the  appropriate 
division  steering  committee.  Once  the  decisions  of  the  Infrac¬ 
tions  Appeals  Committee  or  the  appropriate  division  steer¬ 
ing  committee  regarding  the  appeal  are  announced,  the  report, 
with  names  of  individuals  deleted,  shall  be  made  available  to  the 
national  wire  services  and  other  media  outlets.  Any  press  re¬ 
lease  regarding  the  expanded  report  shall  meet  the  require¬ 
ments  of  32.9.2. 

“32.11  APPEAL  HEARINGS 

“32  11.1  Hearing  Procedures.  In  its  appeal  to  the  Infractions  Ap¬ 
peals  Committee,  or  in  the  case  of  a  Division  II  or  III  mem- 
her,  the  appropriate  division  steering  committee  of  the 
Council,  the  member  institution  may  challenge  the  Committee 
on  Infractions’  findings  of  fact  or  penalties,  or  both,  according  to 
the  following  hearing  procedures: 

“(a)  If  the  institution  elects  to  be  represented  in  person  before  the 
Infractions  Appeals  Committee  or  the  appropriate  divi¬ 
sion  steering  committee,  the  institution  shall  be  permit¬ 
ted  a  reasonable  time  to  make  its  oral  presentation  to  sup¬ 
plement  the  institution’s  written  appeal.  The  chair  or 
another  member  of  the  Committee  on  Infractions  then  shall 
be  permitted  a  reasonable  time  to  present  orally  the  commit¬ 
tee’s  report.  The  period  of  time  for  the  presentation  by  the  in¬ 
stitution  and  the  Committee  on  Infractions  shall  be  left  to 
the  discretion  of  the  chair  of  the  Infractions  Appeals  Com¬ 
mittee  or  the  appropriate  division  steering  committee; 

[32.11-(b)  unchanged.] 

“(c)  The  Infractions  Appeals  Committee  or  the  appropriate 
division  steering  committee  then  shall  act  upon  the 
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member’s  appeal,  by  majority  vote  of  the  members  of  the  In¬ 
fractions  Appeals  Committee  or  the  appropriate  division 
steering  committee  present  and  voting,  and  may  accept 
the  Committee  on  Infractions’  findings  and  penalty  or  alter 
either  one  or  both  as  recommended  by  the  institution. 

“32.11.2  Consideration  by  Infractions  Appeals  Committee  or  Di¬ 
vision  Steering  Committee.  The  Infractions  Appeals  Cornmit- 
tee,  or  in  the  case  of  a  Division  II  or  III  member,  the  ap¬ 
propriate  division  steering  committee  of  the  Council, 
shall  consider  the  statements  and  evidence  presented  and,  at  the 
discretion  of  any  of  its  members,  may  question  representatives 
of  the  member  institution  or  the  Committee  on  Infractions,  as 
well  as  any  other  persons  appearing  before  it,  in  order  to  deter¬ 
mine  the  facts  related  to  the  appeal.  Further,  under  the  direction 
of  the  Infractions  Appeals  Committee  or  the  appropriate  divi¬ 
sion  steering  committee,  questions  and  information  may  be 
exchanged  between  and  among  all  parties  participating  in  the 
hearing. 

“32  11.3  Infractions  Appeals  Committee/Division  Steering 
Committee  —  Determination  of  Hearing  Procedures.  The  pro¬ 
cedure  to  be  followed  in  the  conduct  of  the  hearing  will  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Infractions  Appeals  Committee,  or  in  the  case  of 
a  Division  II  or  III  member,  the  appropriate  division 
steering  committee  of  the  Council;  howeyer,  the  operating 
policies  and  procedures  governing  the  determination  of  the  indi¬ 
viduals  who  may  participate  in  the  hearing,  as  well  as  the  poli¬ 
cies  and  procedures  defining  the  committee’s  or  appropriate 
steering  committee’s  standards  for  consideration  of  informa¬ 
tion  and  determination  of  findings  and  penalties,  shall  be  consis¬ 
tent  with  the  established  policies  and  procedures  related  to 
these  matters  that  apply  to  hearings  conducted  by  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Infractions. 

“32.11.4  Decision  Final.  Any  decision  in  an  infractions  case  by 
the  Infractions  Appeals  Committee  shall  be  considered  final. 

Any  Division  II  or  III  Steering  Committee  decision  in  an 
infractions  case  shall  be  considered  final  upon  adjourn¬ 
ment  of  the  Council  meeting  during  which  the  appeal 
was  acted  upon,  except  for  the  January  pre-Convention 
Council  meeting,  in  which  case,  the  decision  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  final  at  the  end  of  the  Council  session  prior  to  the 
opening  business  session  of  the  Convention. 

“32.11.5  No  Further  Review.  Determinations  of  fact  and  viola¬ 
tions  arrived  at  in  the  foregoing  manner  by  the  Committee  on 
Infractions,  or  by  the  Infractions  Appeals  Committee,  or  in  the 
case  of  a  Division  II  or  III  member,  the  appropriate  divi¬ 
sion  steering  committee  of  the  Council  on  appeal  shall  be 
final,  binding  and  conclusive  and  shall  not  be  subject  to  further 
review  by  the  Council  or  any  other  authority.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Divisions  II  and  III  Steering  Committees). 
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Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  Given  the  limited  number  of  infractions  appeals  related 
to  Divisions  II  and  III,  it  would  be  more  beneficial  to  permit  the 
Infractions  Appeals  Committee  to  focus  solely  on  Division  I  ap- 
peals  and  permit  the  Divisions  II  and  III  steering  committees  to 
resolve  infractions  appeals  submitted  by  members  of  Divisions  II 
and  III,  respectively  This  was  the  case  prior  to  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  the  Infractions  Appeals  Committee. 

Action:  Parts  A,  D  and  F  adopted.  Parts  Band  C  adoPted  ln  com' 
mon/divided  vote  by  Divisions  I,  II  and  III. 

NO  113  (NO.  2-136)  SPORTS  COMMITTEES  WITH  PLAYING 
RULES  AND  CHAMPIONSHIPS 
RESPONSIBILITIES 

Intent:  To  increase  from  25  percent  to  50  percent  the  minimum 
number  of  athletics  administrators  required  to  serve  on  sports 
committees  that  administer  Division  I,  Division  II,  Division  111 
and  national  collegiate  championships  in  team  sports. 

A-  Bylaws:  Amend  21.5.1.2,  page  391,  as  follows. 

[Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote] 

“21  5  12  Composition  Requirements.  For  committees  that 
administer  Division  I,  Division  II,  .Division  III  and  Na¬ 
tional  Collegiate  Championships  in  individual  sports,  *at 
least  25  percent  of  the  positions  on  each  committee  shall  be 
filled  by  athletics  administrators  (i.e.,  athletics  directors,  as¬ 
sociate  or  assistant  athletics  directors,  senior  woman  athletics 
administrators,  individuals  who  are  employed  full-time  as  ad¬ 
ministrators  by  member  conferences,  or  individuals  who  are  em¬ 
ployed  both  part-time  as  administrators  by  member  conferences 
and  full-time  by  member  institutions).  For  committees  that 
administer  Division  I,  Division  II,  Division  III  and  Na¬ 
tional  Collegiate  Championships  in  team  sports,  at  least 
50  percent  of  the  positions  on  each  committee  shall  be 
filled  by  athletics  administrators.  In  order  for  a  district  to  be 
represented  on  a  committee  for  which  district  representation  is 
specified,  at  least  five  of  its  active  members  shall  sponsor  the 
sport  on  an  intercollegiate  basis,” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  21,6.1.2,  page  393,  as  follows. 

[Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote] 

“21  6  1.2  Composition  Requirements.  For  committees  that  ad¬ 
minister  Division  I,  Division  II,  Division  HI  and  National 
Collegiate  Championships  in  individual  sports,  -Aat  least 
25  percent  of  the  positions  on  each  sports  committee  shall  be 
filled  by  athletics  administrators  (i.e.,  athletics  directors,  as¬ 
sociate  or  assistant  athletics  directors,  senior  women  athletics 
administrators,  individuals  who  are  employed  full-time  as  ad¬ 
ministrators  by  member  conferences,  or  individuals  who  are  em¬ 
ployed  both  part-time  as  administrators  by  member  conferences 
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and  full-time  by  member  institutions).  For  committees^that 
administer  Division  I,  Division  II,  Division  III  and  Na 
tional  Collegiate  Championships  in  team  sports,  at  least 
50  percent  ?f  the  positions  on  each  sports  committee 
shall  be  filled  by  athletics  administrators. 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Executive  Committee). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Boimnolp’  This  Drooosal  will  permit  athletics  administrators  to  fu  - 

»>«.  effectively  and  ,e  repent be. «r 
heir  constituencies  when  serving  on  sports  c.min.tt^s  th.t  fd' 
minister  Division  I,  Division  II,  Division  III  and  National  Colie 
giate  Championships  in  team  sports. 

Action:  Adopted  in  common/divided  vote  by  Divisions  I,  II  and  III. 

NO  114  (NO.  2-131)  DIVISION  I  SPORTS  SPONSORSHIP  — 
NO.  114  unu.  *  MULTITEAM  EVENTS 

Intent:  In  individual  sports,  to  permit  a 

not  more  than  three  institution-vs.-institution  meetings  as  con 
tests  in  any  multiteam  competition. 

Bylaws:  Amend  20.9.3.3.3,  page  361,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only] 

achieves  a  singfe’ score  in  competition  with  the  othercompeting 
institutions  (e  g.,  a  conference  championship),  it  shall  be  counted 
as  one  contest.” 

[Remainder  of  20.9.3.3.3  unchanged.] 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Big  West  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale*  While  current  budgetary  restraints  are  forcing  institu¬ 
tions  to  cut  travel  and/or  drop  sports,  this  proposal  will  reduce 
c0S”s.  It  also  will  help  institutions  meet  the  minimum  contest  re¬ 
quirements  for  sports  sponsorship. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I. 

NO,  115  (NO.  2-8)  FINANCIAL  AUDIT  —  DIVISION  U 

Intent:  To  exempt  Division  II  mstitutions  with  an  operatmg  budget 

for  intercollegiate  athletics  of  less  than  $1,000,01)0  texcmaing 
stiff  salaries)  from  the  Division  II  financial  audit  requirement. 

Constitution:  Amend  6  2.3.2.2,  page  46,  as  follows: 

[Division  II  only] 

“62322  Exception.  A  Division  II  member  institution  with  an 
operating  budget  for  intercollegiate  athletics  of  less  than  $300,000 
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SI  000,000  (excluding  staff  salaries),  as  verified  in  writing  to  e 
NCAA  by  the  chief  executive  officer,  shall  be  exempt  from  this 
legislation.” 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Great  Lakes  Intercollegiate  Athletic 
Conference, 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale*  The  requirement  to  have  a  Division  II  audit  once  every 

^  three  years  and  the  exemption  for  institutions  with  operating 
budeets  for  athletics  of  less  than  $300,000  (excluding  staff 
salaries)  was  implemented  approximately  10  years  ago.  Recog¬ 
nizing  that  the  $300,000  exemption  has  not  been  amended  for 
inflation  since  its  inception  and  facing  the  increasing  costs  of 
outside  audits,  it  seems  appropriate  that  the  criteria  for  an  ex- 
emption  be  increased  to  $1,000,000. 

Committee  Position  (Division  II  Steering  Committee):  The 
committee  voted  to  oppose  this  proposal. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  II. 

Recruiting 

NO  116  (NO.  2-24)  RECRUITING  —  TELEPHONE  CALLS 
NO.  lib  tiNU.  _  DIVISIONS  I  AND  II  FOOTBALL 

Intent-  To  establish  August  15  following  a  prospect’s  junior  year  in 
Sgh  S  as  the  &  date  on  which  the  prospect  may  he  con- 
tacted  by  telephone  in  Divisions  I  and  II  football. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.01.6,  page  84,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I-A,  I-AA  and  II  football, 
divided  vote] 

“13  01  6  Time  Periods  for  Telephone  Calls  and  Contacts.  In  Divi¬ 
sions  telephone  calls  or  in-person,  off-campus  recruiting 

contacts  shall  not  be  made  with  a  prospect  <*2* 
ents  or  legal  guardians  prior  to  July  1  (August  15  xn  footbai  1 
following  the  prospect’s  completion  of  the  junior  year  xn  hig 
school.  In  Division  III,  in-person,  off-campus  contacts  with  a 
prospect  or  a  prospect’s  relatives  or  legal  guardians  may  not  be 
made  until  the  prospect  has  completed  the  junior  year  in  high 
school.  In  Divisions  1  and  II  football  and  basketball,  such  con¬ 
tacts  are  confined  to  specific  contact  periods.  In  all  Divisions  I 
and  II  sports,  time  periods  are  established  during  which  no ^on¬ 
er  off-campus  contacts  are  permitted  (see  30.10  and  Figures  13-1 
through  13-7).” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.1.1.1,  page  87,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I-A,  I-AA  and  II  football, 
divided  vote] 

“13.1.1.1  High-School  Prospects.  In  Divisions  I  and  II,  in- 
person,  off-campus  recruiting  contacts  shall  not  be  mad 
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with  a  prospect  or  the  prospect’s  relatives  or  guardian(s) 
prior  to  July  1  following  the  prospect  scompleuon  ofthe  Ju¬ 
nior  year  in  high  school.  Telephone  calls  shall  not  be  made 
with  a  prospect  (or  the  prospect’s  parents  or  legal 
guardians)  prior  to  July  1  (August  15  in  football)  follow¬ 
ing  the  prospect’s  completion  of  the  junior  year  in  hig 
school.  In  Division  III,  in-person,  off-campus  recruiting  con¬ 
tacts  shall  not  be  made  with  a  prospect  or  the  prospect  s  rel¬ 
atives  or  guardian(s)  until  the  prospect  has  completed  the 
junior  year  in  high  school.  U.S.  service  academy  exceptions 
to  this  provision  are  set  forth  in  13.17.1. 

C.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.1.2.5-(b),  page  89,  as  follows: 

[Division  II  football  only] 

“(b)  Telephone  Calls.  In  Division  H  it  is  permissible  ^  ath¬ 
letics  representative  (as  defined  in  13.02.10)  to  make  tele 
phone  calls  to  a  prospect  on  or  after  July  1 
football)  following  the  prospects  completion  of  the  junior 
year  in  high  school,,  further,  aAny  such  telephone  call  must 
count  as  the  institution’s  one  telephone  contact  per  week; 

D.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.1.3,  pages  90-92,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I-A,  I-AA  and  II  football, 
divided  vote] 

“13.1.3  Telephone  Calls  to  Prospects 

“13.1.3.1  Time  Period  for  Telephone  Calls  —  Divisions  I  and 
II  Football.  In  the  sports  of  Divisions  I  and  II  football,  tele¬ 
phone  calls  to  a  prospect  (or  a  prospect’s  relatives  or  legal 
guardians)  may  not  be  made  pnor  to  July  i  August  15  follow¬ 
ing  the  completion  of  the  prospect’s  junior  year  in  high 
school;  thereafter,  telephone  contact  with  a  prospective  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  is  limited  to  once  per  week  outside  of  a  contact 
period.  During  a  contact  period,  telephone  contact  may  be 
made  with  a  senior  prospect  at  the  institutions  discretion. 

[13.1.3.2  unchanged.] 

“13.1.3.3  Additional  Regulations 
[13.1.3.3.1  unchanged.] 

“13  1  3  3.2  Telephone  Calls  Initiated  by  Prospect  at 
Prospect’s  Expense.  Institutional  staff  members  may  re¬ 
ceive  telephone  calls  placed  by  a  prospect  at  the 
prospect’s  own  expense  at  any  time  [(including  pnor  to 
July  1  (August  15  in  football)  following  the  prospects 
junior  year  in  high  school;].” 

[Remainder  of  13.1.3  unchanged.] 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Pacific-10  Conference;  Centra!  Michigan 
University;  East  Carolina  University;  University  of  New  Mexico, 
University  of  Pittsburgh;  Southern  Methods  University;  Syra¬ 
cuse  University,  and  University  of  Tennessee,  Knoxville. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 
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Rationale:  At  the  1994  NCAA  Convention,  a  simplification  propos¬ 
al  was  adopted  establishing  telephone  contact  periods  that  par¬ 
allel  recruiting  contact  periods.  However,  this  moved  the  permis¬ 
sible  initial  date  for  calling  football  prospects  from  August  15 
following  the  prospect’s  completion  of  the  junior  year  to  duly  1. 
The  August  15  date  provides  relief  to  coaches  from  making  re¬ 
cruiting  telephone  calls  as  they  prepare  for  preseason  practice^ 

It  is  strongly  supported  by  the  Division  I-A  membership  of  the 
American  Football  Coaches  Association. 

Committee  Position  (Recruiting  Committee):  The  committee 
voted  to  support  this  proposal. 

Action:  Parts  A,  B  and  D  adopted  by  Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA.  Parts 
A,  B,  C  and  D  adopted  by  Division  II. 

NO  117  (NO.  2-23)  RECRUITING  -  TELEPHONE  CALLS 
—  DIVISIONS  I  AND  II  FOOTBALL 

Intent:  Tb  amend  the  time  period  for  telephone  calls  to  prospects  in  Di¬ 
visions  I  and  II  football  by  moving  the  initial  permissible  date  from 
July  1  to  July  15  following  the  prospect’s  junior  year  in  high  school, 
and  to  prohibit  telephone  calls  during  the  month  of  August. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.01.6,  page  84,  as  follows, 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I-A,  I-AA  and  II  football, 
divided  vote] 

“13.01.6  Time  Periods  for  Telephone  Calls  and  Contacts.  In  Divi¬ 
sions  I  and  II,  telephone  calls  or  in-person,  off-campus  recruiting 
contacts  shall  not  be  made  with  a  prospect  or  the  Prospect  s  par¬ 
ents  or  legal  guardians  prior  to  July  1  (July  15  in  football)  fol 
lowing  the  prospect’s  completion  of  the  junior  year  in  high 
school.  In  Division  III,  in-person,  off-campus  contacts  with  a 
prospect  or  a  prospect’s  relatives  or  legal  guardians  may  not  e 
made  until  the  prospect  has  completed  the  junior  year  in  hi„h 
school.  In  Divisions  I  and  II  football  and  basketball,  such  con¬ 
tacts  are  confined  to  specific  contact  periods.  In  all  Divisions  I 
and  11  sports,  time  periods  are  established  during  which  no  on- 
or  off-campus  contacts  are  permitted  (see  30.10  and  Figures  13-1 
through  13-7).” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.1.1.1,  page  87,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I-A,  I-AA  and  II  football, 
divided  vote] 

“13.1.1.1  High-School  Prospects.  In  Divisions  I  and  II,  in-person, 
ofT-campus  recruiting  contacts  shall  not  be  made  ^h  a  prospect 
or  the  prospect’s  relatives  or  guardian(s)  prior  to  July  1  following 
the  prospect’s  completion  of  the  junior  year  in  high  school,  lele- 
phone  calls  shall  not  be  made  with  a  prospect  (or  the  prospects 
parents  or  legal  guardians)  prior  to  July  1  (July  15  m  football) 
following  the  prospect’s  completion  of  the  junior  year  in  high 
school.  In  Division  III,  in-person,  off-campus  recruiting  contacts 
with  a  prospect  or  a  prospect’s  relatives  or  guardian(s)  may  not 
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be  made  until  the  prospect  has  completed  the  junior  year  in  high 
school.  U.S.  service  academy  exceptions  to  this  provision  are  set 
forth  in  13.17.1.” 

C,  Bylaws:  Amend  13.1.2.5-(b),  page  89,  as  follows. 

[Division  II  football  only! 

«/w\  Teleohone  Calls  In  Division  II,  it  is  permissible  for  an  ath- 
'  ’  SS  “pri'nutiv,  (a.  defined  in  13  02.10)  to  make  «1^ 
phone  calls  to  a  prospect  on  or  after  July  1  (July  15  » 
football)  following  the  prospects  completion  of  the  Junior 
year  in  high  school:,  further,  aAny  such  telephone  call  must 
count  as  the  institution’s  one  telephone  contact  per  week, 

D.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.1.3,  pages  90-92,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision.  Divisions  I-A,  1-AA  and  II  football, 
divided  vote] 

“13.1.3  Telephone  Calls  to  Prospects 

“13.1.3.1  Time  Period  for  Telephone  Calls  ~  divisions 
II  Football.  In  the  sports  of  Divisions  I  and  II  football,  tele¬ 
phone  calls  to  a  prospect  (or  a  prospects  relatives  or  legal 
guardians)  may  not  be  made  prior  to  July  )  15  following  th 
completion  of  the  prospects  junior  year  in  high  school, 
thereafter,  telephone  contact  with  a  prospwtive  student- 
athlete  is  limited  to  once  per  week  outside  of  a  contact  peri¬ 
od  except  that  telephone  contact  shall  be  prohibited 
during  the  month  of  August.  During  a  contact  penod 
telephone  contact  may  be  made  with  a  senior  prospect  at  the 
institution’s  discretion. 

[13.1.3.2  unchanged.] 

“13.1.3.3  Additional  Regulations 
[13.1.3.3.1  unchanged.] 

“13.1.3.3.2  Telephone  Calls  Initiated  by  Prospect  at 
Prospect’s  Expense.  Institutional  staff  members  may  re¬ 
ceive  telephone  calls  placed  by  a  prospect  at  the 
prospect’s  own  expense  at  any  time  ([including  prior  to 
July  1  (July  15  in  football)  following  the  prospects  ju¬ 
nior  year  in  high  school)].’’ 

[Remainder  of  13.1.3  unchanged.] 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Atlantic  Coast  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  July  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  This  proposal  will  reduce  costs  by  eliminating  approxi¬ 
mately  six  weeks  from  the  permissible  time  penod  forDmsionl 
football  coaches  to  make  telephone  calls  to  prospects^  Themajor- 
ity  of  the  time  being  eliminated  takes  place  during  the  ear  y  sea¬ 
son  “two-a-day”  football  practices  and  will  permit  coaches  to  con¬ 
centrate  fully  on  the  development  of  their  current  team. 

Committee  Position  (Recruiting  Committee):  The  committee 
took  no  position  on  this  proposal. 
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Action:  Withdrawn  in  Divisions  I-A,  I-AA  and  II. 

NO  118  (NO.  2-27)  TELEPHONE  CALLS  —  DIVISIONS  I 
N  »uw.  AND  II  SPORTS  OTHER  THAN 

FOOTBALL 

Intent:  In  Divisions  I  and  II  sports  other  than  football,  to  pe™tone 
telephone  call  per  week  to  a  prospect  from  April  15  through  May 
15  of  the  prospect’s  junior  year  in  high  school. 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.1.3.2,  page  90,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote! 

“13  1.3.2  Time  Period  for  Telephone  Calls  —  Divisions  I  and  II 
Sports  Other  Than  Football.  In  Divisions  I  and  II  sports  other 
than  football,  telephone  calls  to  a  prospect  (or  the  prospects  re - 
atives  or  legal  guardians)  may  not  be  made  pnor  to  July  1  fol¬ 
lowing  the  completion  of  the  prospect’s  junior  year  in  high 
school'  thereafter,  staff  members  shall  not  telephone  a  prospect 
(or  the  prospect’s  parents  or  legal  guardians)  more  than  once  per 

“13  1.3.2.1  Exception  —  Junior  Year.  Institutional  staff 
members  may  make  one  telephone  call  per  week  to  a 
prospect  from  April  15  through  May  15  of  the 
prospect’s  junior  year  in  high  school. 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Recruiting  Committee). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  The  National  Association  of  Basketball  Coaches  and  the 
Women’s  Basketball  Coaches  Association  have  recommended 
this  proposal.  It  will  allow  institutions  to  provide  prospects  who 
still  are  in  their  junior  year  of  high  school  with  academic  infor¬ 
mation  and  increase  the  opportunity  for  the  institution  to  assess 
the  prospects’  interest  in  the  institution. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Divisions  I  and  II. 

NO  119  (NO.  2-26)  RECRUITING  -  UNOFFICIAL  VISITS 
DURING  DEAD  PERIODS 

Intent:  In  Division  I,  to  permit  high-school  juniors  who  are  making 
unofficial  visits  to  meet  with  coaching  staff  members  on  campus 
when  the  visits  occur  during  National  Letter  of  Intent  dead  pen- 
ods. 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.02.4.4,  page  85,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only] 

“13  02  4  4  Dead  Period.  A  dead  period  is  that  period  of  time  when 
it  is  not  permissible  to  make  in-person  recruiting  contacts  or  eval¬ 
uations  on  or  off  the  member  institutions  campus  or  to  permit  of¬ 
ficial  or  unofficial  visits  by  prospects  to  the  institutions  rampus 
except  that,  in  Division  I,  prospects  who  are  high-school 
juniors  and  have  not  yet  started  classes  for  their  senior 
year  of  high  school  may  meet  with  coaching  staff  members 
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dead  periods.  The  provision  of  complimentary  admissions  to  a 

13°iP2e5  fS’ irospeecfwPhTridsits  institution^  pmtSn  a  group 

telephone  prospects  during  such  a  dead  period. 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Ivy  Group. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

BiSistiil 

tent  dead  periods. 

Committee  Position  (Recruiting  Committee):  The  committee 
voted  to  oppose  this  proposal. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  I  (112-201,  16  abstentions). 

NO  120  (NO.  2-28)  RECRUITING  -  NATIONAL  LETTER 
OF  INTENT 

Ses  related  to  the  signing  of  the  National  Letter  of  Intent 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.1.7.2,  page  94,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divide  vo 
“13  17  2  Letter-of-Intent  Signing.  Any  in-person,  off-camp 

be  counted  m  the  limitations  set  forth  m  th,s  section  prohibiten 

“13  17  2  1  Activity  During  Delivery  of  Letter-of-Intent  Dead  Pen- 
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press  mail,  courier  service,  regular  mail  or  facsimile  ma¬ 
chine  during  this  period. 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Big  Ten  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1, 1995. 

Rationale:  Precluding  coaches  from  traveling  off  campus  to  deliver 
a  letter  of  intent,  attending  signings,  or  being  present  at  activi¬ 
ties  associated  with  the  signing  of  a  letter  of er useTa 
mitment  to  attend  the  institution  will  make  better  use  of  a 
coach’s  time  and  should  reduce  travel  expenses. 

Committee  Position  (Recruiting  Committee):  The  committee 
took  no  position  on  this  proposal. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Divisions  I  and  II. 

NO  121  (NO.  2-25)  EVALUATION  ACTIVITIES  DURING 
”  CONTACT  PERIOD  —  DIVISION  I 

FOOTBALL 

Intent:  In  Division  1  football,  to  specify  that  any  evaluation  activity 
that  occurs  during  the  permissible  contact  period  (e.g.,  e 
turn  of  academic  credentials,  observation  of  practice  or  competi¬ 
tion)  shall  be  counted  as  a  contact  for  the  involved  prospect. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.02.3.1,  page  84,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I-A  and  1-AA  football,  divided  vote] 
“13  02  3.1  Visit  to  Prospect’s  Educational  Institution  Evaluation  Activi¬ 
ties  During  Contact  Period  —  Divisions  I-A  and  I -AA  Foot¬ 
ball.  In  Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA  football,  any  a  visit  to  a  prospects 
high  school,  preparatory  school  or  two-year  college,  or  an  eval¬ 
uation  at  any  site  that  occurs  during  a  contact  penod  sha  j 
constitute  a  contact  for  that  particular  week  even  if  no  contact  is 
made  with  a  prospect.” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.02.5.1  by  adding  new  13.02.5.1.1,  page  84,  as 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA  football,  divided  vote! 

“13  02.5.1.1  Exception  —  Division  I  Football.  In  Division  1 
football,  any  evaluation  that  occurs  during  a  contact  pe¬ 
riod  by  a  coaching  staff  member  is  a  countable  contact 
per  13.02.3.1  rather  than  a  countable  evaluation. 

C.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.1.9.8,  page  96,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA  football,  divided  vote! 
“13  1  9  8  Evaluations/Contact  at  Prospect’s  Educational  Institu¬ 
tion.  In  sports  other  than  Division  I  football,  /if  a  coach 
makes  an  in-person  recruiting  contact  at  a  prospect  s  educati  - 
al  institution,  all  evaluations  (other  than  observations  of  prac¬ 
tice  or  competition)  made  on  that  calendar  day  at  the  prospect  s 
educational  institution  shall  not  count  among  the  permissible 
number  of  evaluations  (set  forth  in  13.1.9)  for  any  prospect  at 
that  institution  in  the  applicable  sport.  In  Division  I  football, 
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any  evaluation  activity  that  occurs  during  a  perml«*Me 
contact  period  shall  count  only  as  a  contact  per  13.02.3.1 
and  13.02.5.1.1.” 

Source  Brigham  Young  University;  Clemson  University;  East  Car- 
ohnaUn®  verity;  University  of  Georgia;  Umversityof  Memphis; 
University  of  Nebraska,  Lincoln;  University  of  Oklahoma,  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Pittsburgh;  Syracuse  University,  and  Texas  Christian 
University. 

Effective  Date:  August  1, 1995. 

Rationale'  Current  legislation  related  to  contacts  and  evaluations 

R  permits  institutional  staff  members  to  evaluate  a  prospect  s  aca- 
Sc  records  and  contact  the  prospect’s  parents  and/or  legal 
Sardians  at  the  site  of  competition  without  utilizing  an  evalua- 
ton  but  does  not  permit  a  viewing  of  live  activities  (e.g  practice 
and/or  competition)  without  considering  it  an  evaluation.  Institu¬ 
tional  staff  nembers  are  already  on  campus  during  the  once-per 
week  contact  period  after  December  1.  Therefore,  to  best  u  ihze 
recruiting  resources  and  to  effectively  judge  a  prospect  s  abilities, 
SSal  staff  members’  activities  during  the  contact  period 
should  constitute  only  a  contact,  not  a  contact  and  an  evaluati  , 
reeardless  of  the  activity  conducted.  Legislation  already  e 
prohibiting  face-to-face  contact  with  the  prospect  on  the  day  of 
competition  (see  13.1.8.2).  There  is  no  change  in  the  maximum 
number  of  contacts,  which  remains  at  seven. 

Committee  Position  (Recruiting  Committee):  The  committee 
voted  to  support  this  proposal. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Divisions  1-A  and  I-AA. 

NO  122  (NO  2-29)  EVALUATIONS  —  PRACTICE  FOR 
N0,  HIGH-SCHOOL  ALL-STAR  FOOTBALL 

GAMES 

Intent-  To  permit  Division  I  institutions  to  count  the  evaluation  of 
miiltinle  practices  that  occur  on  consecutive  days  (and  normally 
P»par.«on  lor  .  high.8tho,l  all-star  football 
game  during  a  contact  period  as  a  single  evaluation. 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.1.9.7  by  adding  new  13.1.9.7.2,  page  96,  as  fol- 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA  football,  divided  vote] 

“13  1  9.7.2  High-School  All-Star  Football  Game  Practices. 
In  Division  I  football,  the  evaluation  of  multiple  Practices 
that  occur  on  consecutive  days  (and  normally  at  the  same 
in  oreuaration  for  a  high-school  all-star  game  (see 
30.2.1.1)  during  a  contact  period  (see  30.10.5)  shall  count 
as  a  single  evaluation.” 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Atlantic  Coast  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  The  nature  of  football  does  not  provide  an  opportunity 
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fs  available  related  to  tournaments  in  other  sports. 

Committee  Position  (Recruiting  Committee):  The  commi  ee 
voted  to  oppose  this  proposal.  r  , 

NO  123  (NO.  2-30)  EVALUATIONS  —  OLYMPIC  FESTIV 

inu.  tryouts 

Intent:  In  Divisions  I  and  II  tf 

SSSl^  Festival  ^as  a 

Byl.™' ’  b,  adding  ne»  13.1.9.7.2,  page  96,  «  «* 

basketball.”  t  TT  . 

Source:  University  of  Asat ona;  Ball 

Polytechnic  Institute. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately.  ,  1tinip 

Rationale:  Si^USABalketbaH  Olympic  Fes- 

to  the  evaluation  of multiple ‘b8ervation  at  the  tryouts 

XhparUcipaLathroughout  the  duration  of  the  tryouts. 
Committee  Position  (Recruiting  Committee):  The  comm.tte 
voted  to  support  this  proposal. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Divisions  I  and  II. 

NO.  124  'NO.  2-140)  ^SSSSSST' " 
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game  that  occurs  within  the  state  in  which  the  member  institu- 
tion  is  located. 

Bylaws:  Amend  30.10.4,  pages  418-419  as  follows: 

[Division  II  only] 

Kl! S^StSi  aJX0^ SE  & 

vision  II:  , 

[30.10.4-(a)  through  30.10.4-(i)  unchange  F valuation 

“(j)  During  any  high-school  all-star  game  Period” 

W  that  occurs  within  the  state  in  which  Kerl°a 

the  member  institution  is  located. 

[30.10.4-(j)  relettered  as  30.10. 4-(k),  unchange  .1 

Association;  Mankato  State  Urn  N  Dakota  State 

Univer- 

sity-Kingsville,  and  Wayne  State  College  (Nebraska). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately 

Rationale:  This  legislation  wUl '^T^ool'S! stalS^ 

gard  to  the  recruitment  process. 

Committee  Position  (Recruiting  Committee):  The  commi 
voted  to  support  this  proposal. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  II. 

NO.  125  (NO.  2-34) 

visits. 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.4.1,  page  100,  as  follows^ 

[Federated  provision.  Divisions  I  and  II,  divi  .  Di 

.  .  j  j  tt _ Printed  Recruiting  Materials.  A  Di- 

I#sfgl=tl£ 
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A  member  institution  is  not  permitted  to  provide  prospects  with 
any  recruiting  materials  not  listed  below  (e.g.,  films,  videotapes, 
newspaper  clippings): 

[13.4.1-(a)  through  13.4.  l-(g)  unchanged.) 

“(h)  Student-Athlete  Handbook.  One  student-athlete 
handbook,  describing  the  institution  s  athletics  de- 
partment  policies  governing  the  conduct  of  student- 
athletes,  may  be  provided  to  a  prospect  only  during 
official  and  unofficial  recruiting  visits  and  may  not 
be  mailed.  The  handbook  may  contain  only  one  color 
of  printing  throughout  the  publication,  including  the 
cover.” 

[Remainder  of  13.4.1  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Council;  Indiana  University,  Bloomington;  Universi- 
tv  of  Iowa;  University  of  Michigan;  Michigan  State  University, 
University  of  Minnesota,  Twin  Cities;  Northwestern  University; 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  and  University  of  Wisconsin, 
Madison. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  Much  of  the  information  contained  in  a  student-athlete 
handbook  is  vital  in  assisting  prospects  in  making  informed  de¬ 
cisions  regarding  their  institution  of  choice.  A  brief,  48-hour  visit 
offers  an  insufficient  opportunity  to  fully  assess  the  whole  pic¬ 
ture  that  comprises  student-athlete  life  at  a  university  (e.g.,  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  culture,  graduation  expectations,  academic  support 
programs  and  facility  information).  Further,  parents  often  do  not 
accompany  prospects  on  institutional  visits.  The  information 
contained  in  the  student-athlete  handbook  answers  many  ques¬ 
tions  parents  may  have  regarding  the  student-athlete  experi¬ 
ence  at  the  institution.  These  publications  are  cost  effective  and 
already  are  being  produced  for  current  student-athlete  popula¬ 
tions.  The  cost  of  making  additional  copies  to  distribute  to 
prospects  would  be  minimal  and  the  benefits  would  far  outweigh 
the  slight  additional  cost. 

Committee  Position  (Recruiting  Committee):  The  committee 
voted  to  support  this  proposal. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Divisions  I  and  II. 

NO  126  (NO  2-32)  PRINTED  RECRUITING  MATERIALS 
NO.  126  INU.  2  _qeNERAL CORRESPONDENCE 

Intent-  In  Division  I,  to  permit  institutions  to  provide  to  prospects, 
with  general  correspondence,  recruiting  materials  that  are 
printed  on  plain  white  paper  with  black  ink. 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.4.1,  page  100,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only] 

“13  4  i  Divisions  I  and  II  —  Printing  Recruiting  Materials.  A  Di¬ 
vision  I  or  Division  II  institution  may  not  provide  recruiting  raa- 
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terials  to  a  prospect  (including  general  correspondence  related  to 
athletics)  until  September  1  at  the  beginning  of  the  prospect  s  ju¬ 
nior  year  in  high  school.  Member  institutions  are  permitted  to 
provide  only  the  printed  materials  listed  below  to  prospects, 
coaches  of  prospects  or  any  other  individual  responsible  for 
teaching  or  directing  an  activity  in  which  a  prospect  is  involved. 

A  member  institution  is  not  permitted  to  provide  prospects  with 
any  recruiting  materials  not  listed  below  (e  g.,  films,  videotapes, 
original  newspaper  clippings  in  Division  I) 

'‘(a)  Correspondence.  General  correspondence,  indiidmg  letters, 
postcards  issued  by  the  U.S.  postal  service  (i.e.,  blank  cards) 
and  institutional  note  cards  may  be  sent  to  a  prospect.  In 
Division  I,  attachments  to  general  correspondence 
may  include  materials  printed  on  plain  white  paper 
with  black  ink.” 

[Remainder  of  13.4.1  unchanged.] 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Ivy  Group. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  The  revision  to  this  legislation  adopted  at  the  1994 .Con¬ 
vention  did  not  accomplish  the  purported  objective  simpli¬ 

fication.  Instead,  it  has  created  confusion  over  what  is  consider 
“general  correspondence,”  and  has  prohibited  photocopies  of  news¬ 
paper  articles  and  other  low-cost  information  from  being  sent  te 
prospects  with  correspondence.  This  change  would  allow  such 
photocopies  to  be  sent  to  prospects  along  with  general  correspon 
dence. 

Committee  Position  (Recruiting  Gommitteelj  The  comrnittee 
voted  to  support  this  proposal  contingent  on  the  attachments 
being  restricted  specifically  to  magazines  and  newspaper  clip¬ 
pings. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I. 

NO  127  (NO.  2-33)  PRINTED  RECRUITING  MATERIALS 
—  DIVISION  II 

Intent:  In  Division  II,  to  add  newspaper  clippings  to  the  list  of  per¬ 
missible  printed  recruiting  materials. 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.4.1,  page  100,  as  follows: 

[Division  II  only] 

“13.4.1  Divisions  1  and  II  —  Printed  Recruiting  Materials.  A  Di¬ 
vision  I  or  Division  II  institution  may  not  provide  recruiting  ma¬ 
terials  te  a  prospect  (including  general  correspondence  related  to 
athletics)  until  September  1  at  the  beginning  of  the  prospects  ju¬ 
nior  vear  in  high  school.  Member  institutions  are  permitted  to 
Jrovide  only  the  printed  materials  listed  below  to  prospects 
coaches  of  prospects  or  any  other  individual  responsible  for 
teaching  or  directing  an  activity  in  which  a  prospect  is  involved. 
A  member  institution  is  not  permitted  to  provide  prospects  with 
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any  recruiting  materials  not  listed  below  (e.g,,  films,  videotapes, 

“(c)  Newspaper  Clippings  —  Division  II  only.  NewsPap*' 
clippings  may  be  sent  to  a  prospect,  but  may 

assembled  in  any  form  of  scrapbook. 

[13.4.1-(c)  through  13.4.  l-(h)  relettered  as  13.4.1-{d)  through 
13.4. l-(i),  and  13.4.1.1  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Recruiting  Committee). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  The  National  Association  of  Basketball  Coaches  and  the 
Women’s  Basketball  Coaches  Association  have  proposed  that 
newspaper  clippings  be  added  to  the  list  of  permissible  recruit- 
Cliromls  may  be  included  In  the  materials  that  .1- 
ready  may  be  mailed  without  increasing  mailing  costs. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  II. 

NO.  128  (NO.  2-35)  OFFICIAL  VISIT  —  TRANSPORTATION 

Intent-  In  Divisions  I  and  III,  to  permit  coaches  to 

prospect  to  and  from  an  official  visit  only  when  automobile 
transportation  is  used  to  transport  the  prospect  and  ail  trans¬ 
portation  takes  place  within  the  state  or,  if  outside  the  state, 
within  a  100-mile  radius  of  the  institution  s  mam  campus. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.6.2.2  by  adding  new  13.6.2.2.3,  page  102,  as 

follows:  .  , 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  III,  divided  vote] 

“13  6  2.2.3  Coach  Accompanying  Prospect.  In  Divisions  1 
and  III,  except  as  permitted  in  13.6.2.5,  coaching  staff 
members  shall  not  accompany  a  prospect.  a  P™spe 
friends  or  relatives  to  or  from  an  official  visit  unless  the 
nrosoect  travels  only  by  automobile  and  all  transporta¬ 
tion  occurs  within  the  state  in  which  the  institution  is  lo¬ 
cated,  or,  if  outside  the  state,  within  100  miles  of  the  insti¬ 
tution’s  main  campus.” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.6.2.3,  page  102,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  III,  divided  vote] 

“13  6  2  3  Air  Transportation.  The  air  fare  for  commercial  trans¬ 
portation  for  the  official  visit  may  not  exceed  coach  forcompar^ 
ble)  class  In  Divisions  I  and  III,  coaching  staff  members 
shall  not  accompany  a  prospect  to  or  from  an ^offici al  v isi 
when  air  travel  is  used,  except  as  permitted  in  13.6.2.5. 
[Remainder  of  13.6.2.3  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Council  and  all  members  of  the  Big  Ten  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1, 1995. 

Rationale-  An  interpretation  allows  coaches  to  accompany  prospects 
travelinron  an  official  visit.  Not  only  is  this  a  costly  undertak- 


i ; 
*  ’ 
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ing  but  it  also  extends  the  48-hour  time  limit  permissible  for  of- 
fidaC visits  Since  a  major  expense  in  recruiting  is  airline  travel 
lin'd  tine  coaching  staff  members  to  accompanying  prospects  only 
wS  traveling  by  automobile  within  the  state  or  if  outside  the 
Ttate  within  1 100-mile  radius  of  the  campus  will  be  more  cost 
effective. 

Committee  Position  (Recruiting  Committee):  The  committee 
took  no  position  on  this  proposal. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Divisions  I  and  III. 

N0.  rn  (NO.  *36,  ^CBUrnNG- NUMBER  OF 

Intent:  To  reduce  from  five  to  four  the  number  of  official  visits  a 
prospective  student-athlete  may  make. 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.7.1.2  and  13.7.1.3,  pages  103-104  as  follows: 
[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vo  e] 

“13  7.1.2  Number  of  Official  Visits  -  Prospect  Limitation,  In  Di¬ 
visions  I  and  II,  a  prospect  may  take  a  maximum  of  five  four  ex 
nense-Daid  visits  with  no  more  than  one  permitted  to  any  sing 
bistitutfon.^Tiis  restriction  applies  regardless  of  the  number  of 
sports  in  which  the  prospect  is  involved.  ... 

“13  7  1.2.1  Written  Notification  Required.  Each  Division 
II  member  institution  shall  be  required  to  notify  the 
prospect  in  writing,  at  the  time  of  its  invitation  but  prior  to 
the  visit,  of  the  five  four- visit  limitation. 

[Remainder  of  13.7.1.2  unchanged.! 

“1^713  Post-High-School  Visits.  The  one-visit  limitation  in  Di¬ 
visions  1  and  III  and  the  limitations  on  total  official  visits  in  Di¬ 
vision  I  apply  separately  to  the  period  m  which  Pr°sP®5t  lSv  ^ 
high  school  and  to  the  period  beginning  October  15  following  the 
J  !s^r=,7pleti.„  If  high  school.  In  DM™. 

ShpS£fs  in 

highichool  USm four  beginning  »hih  the  <^ber  15  foHowrog 
thp  nrosDect’s  completion  of  high  school  in  Division  1  or  ro  8  offi¬ 
cial  visits  —  five  four  while  in  high  school  and  five  f««r  beginning 
September  1  following  the  prospect’s  completion  of  high  school 

Division  II.” 

[Remainder  of  13.7.1.3  unchanged.] 

Source-  University  of  Arizona;  Arizona  State  University;  University 
of  California  Los  Angeles;  University  of  Oregon;  Oregon  State 
University  University  of  Southern  California;  Stanford  Uni¬ 
versity;  University  of  Washington,  and  Washington  State  Uni¬ 
versity. 

Effective  Date:  August  1, 1995. 
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Rationale:  With  the  number  of  financial  aid  awards  having  been  re¬ 
duced  in  many  Divisions  I  and  II  sports,  and  the  number  of  offt- 
cial  visits  permitted  by  each  institution  lowered  from  15  to  12  in 
Division  I  men’s  and  women’s  basketball  and  from  70  to  56  in 
Division  I-A  football,  it  is  imperative  that  official  visits  be  mean¬ 
ingful  for  both  the  prospective  student-athlete  and  the  institu¬ 
tion.  The  reduction  in  the  number  of  visits  a  prospect  may  make 
from  five  to  four  provides  greater  assurance  to  the  institution 
that  the  prospect  is  serious  about  attending  the  institution  and 
is  not  making  the  visit  simply  for  entertainment  purposes.  Expe¬ 
rience  suggests  four  visits  would  be  ample  for  an  overwhelming 
number  of  prospective  student-athletes. 

Committee  Position  (Recruiting  Committee):  The  committee 
voted  to  oppose  this  proposal. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Divisions  I  and  II. 

NO.  130  (NO.  2-38)  OFFICIAL  VISITS  —  NATIONAL 

SERVICE  ACADEMIES  —  FOOTBALL 

Intent-  To  permit  the  national  service  academies  to  provide  70  offi¬ 
cial  visits  in  the  sport  of  football,  56  of  which  may  be  provided 
prior  to  the  initial  National  Letter  of  Intent  signing  date. 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.7.1.6  by  adding  new  13.7.1.6.1,  page  105,  renum¬ 
bering  subsequent  sections,  as  follows: 

[Division  I-A  football  only] 

“13.7.1.6,1  Exception  —  National  Service  Academies 
Football.  The  national  service  academies  may  provide  70 
official  visits  in  the  sport  of  football,  56  of  which  may  be 
provided  prior  to  the  initial  National  Letter  of  Intent 
signing  date.” 

Source:  Brigham  Young  University;  California  State  University, 
Fresno;  University  of  Notre  Dame;  Rutgers  University,  New 
Brunswick;  Syracuse  University;  U.S.  Air  Force  Academy,  U.  . 
Military  Academy,  and  U.S.  Naval  Academy. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  Congressional  procedures  require  that  all  candidates  re¬ 
ceive  Presidential,  Congressional,  or  military  nomination  in 
order  to  be  considered  for  admission  to  the  service  academies. 
Procedures  also  require  the  service  academies  to  consider  candi¬ 
dates  from  all  50  states.  It  is  of  significant  importance  to  the 
welfare  of  the  prospective  student-athletes  that  they  visit  the 
national  service  academies  before  deciding  to  attend,  thereby 
committing  to  several  years  of  obligated  service  after  gradua¬ 
tion.  The  unique  academy  environments  necessitate  a  visit  so 
that  prospects  can  experience  first  hand  the  rigorous  and  disci¬ 
plined  military  lifestyle.  The  service  academies  traditionally 
have  used  the  maximum  number  of  visits  available.  Grant-in-aid 
limitations  do  not  apply,  and  the  academies  do  not  subscribe  to 
the  National  Letter  of  Intent.  The  service  academies  must  pur- 
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,ue  a  far  greater  nnmta  Sg 

sion  I-A  institutions  to  ^'d  a  comparable  ig  criticai 

KT“.5ni“  Semico  £main  competitive  in  Divi- 

^3SStiS£X&  2552.  *  •»  - 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I-A. 

NO.  .3.  .NO.  ,33,  SSoEiST0™ 

BASKETBALL 

Intent:  To  permit  a  Divisio^^  Visits  in  the 

the  National  Letter  of  Intent .to ^provio e  ^  rior  t0  the  ini. 

S'  nS JuSur1 rf signing  date  for  the  early  signing 

By.a»t  Amend  13.7.1.6  by  ^ing  new J.7.1.6.3,  renumbering 
y  subsequent  sections,  page  105,  as  follow  . 

[Division  I  only] 

“13.7.1.6.2  Exception  -  Division  I  Institution  ^at  Does 
Not  Subscribe  to  the  Nation  ®  ^oes  not  subscribe  to 
ball.  A  Division  I  "*av  provide  15  official  vis- 

the  National  Letter  of  totent  m  yP  J  be  provid. 

date  for  the  early  signing  period. 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Patriot  League. 

U^of'iTun.  signing  dace  for  the 

Committee  rp<>sition(  Rear  uitingCommiUeepTbe  comm  ntee 

^SSSfSESA  ffSTS. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  I. 

NO.  132  (NO.  2-37)  OFFIC^V^S^D^ON 

Intent:  In  Division  II  %«**££$* 

StTe%h?XrafvfsitsVat  an  institution  may  provide 
prospects  in  the  sport  of  basketball. 
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A.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.7.1.6,  page  105,  as  follows: 

[Division  II  football  only] 

"13.7.1.6  Number  of  Official  Visits  —  Institutional  Limitation. 
The  total  number  of  official  visits  a  Division  I  or  Division  II  in¬ 
stitution  may  provide  prospects  in  the  following  sports  during  an 
academic  year  shall  be  limited  to: 

"(a)  Division  I-A  and  I-AA  Football  —  56 
Division  II  Football  —  35 
[13.7,1.6-(b)  and  13.7.1.6.1  unchanged.] 

“13.7.1,6.2  Written  Record  Required  —  Division  II.  The 
institution  must  maintain  a  written  record  of  the 
paid  visits  of  its  football  prospects. 

“13.7,1.6.3  Multiple-Sport  Prospects  —  Division  II.  A 
prospect  in  football  and  one  or  more  other  sports  (in¬ 
cluding  basketball)  shall  be  counted  against  the  visit 
limitation  in  football. 

“13.7,1.6.4  Waiver  of  Institutional  Limitation  —  Ex¬ 
traordinary  Personnel  Losses  —  Division  II.  The 
Council,  by  a  two- thirds  majority  of  its  members  pre¬ 
sent  and  voting,  may  grant  a  waiver  of  the  limit  on 
paid  visits  for  an  institution  that  has  suffered  ex¬ 
traordinary  personnel  losses  to  its  football  team  from 
an  accident  or  illness  of  a  disastrous  nature. 

“13.7.1.6.5  Waiver  of  Institutional  Limitation  —  Head 
Coaching  Change  —  Division  II.  The  Council,  by  a 
two-thirds  majority  of  its  members  present  and  vot¬ 
ing,  may  grant  a  waiver  of  the  limit  on  paid  visits  for 
an  institution  that  has  made  a  head  coaching  change 
in  football  after  the  institution  has  utilized  all  or 
nearly  all  of  the  permitted  official  visits  in  that  sport. 
Such  a  waiver  request  shall  be  submitted  by  the  insti¬ 
tution’s  director  of  athletics.  If  the  waiver  request  is 
granted,  the  Council  shall  establish  an  appropriate 
additional  number  of  visits.’7 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.7.1.6,  page  105,  as  follows: 

J  Division  II  only] 

“13.7,1.6  Number  of  Official  Visits  —  Institutional  Limitation. 
The  total  number  of  official  visits  a  Division  I  or  Division  II  in¬ 
stitution  may  provide  prospects  in  the  following  sports  during  an 
academic  year  shall  be  limited  to: 

[13.7.1.6-(a)  unchanged.] 

“(b)  Division  I  Basketball  —  12 
Division  II  Basketball  —  8 
[13.7.1.6.1  unchanged.] 

“13.7.1.6.2  Written  Record  Required  —  Division  II.  The 
institution  must  maintain  a  written  record  of  the 
paid  visits  of  its  basketball  prospects. 
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“13.7.1.6.3  Multiple-Sport  Prospects  —  Division  II.  A 
prospect  in  basketball  and  one  or  more  other  sports 
(other  than  football)  shall  be  counted  against  the  visit 
limitation  in  basketball. 

“13.7.1.6.4  Waiver  of  Institutional  Limitation  —  Ex¬ 
traordinary  Personnel  Losses  —  Division  II.  The 
Council,  by  a  two-thirds  majority  of  its  members  pre¬ 
sent  and  voting,  may  grant  a  waiver  of  the  limit  on 
paid  visits  for  an  institution  that  has  suffered  ex¬ 
traordinary  personnel  losses  to  its  basketball  team 
from  an  accident  or  illness  of  a  disastrous  nature. 
“13,7.1.6.5  Waiver  of  Institutional  Limitation  —  Head 
Coaching  Change  —  Division  II.  The  Council,  by  a 
two-thirds  majority  of  its  members  present  and  vot¬ 
ing,  may  grant  a  waiver  of  the  limit  on  paid  visits  for 
an  institution  that  has  made  a  head  coaching  change 
in  basketball  after  the  institution  has  utilized  all  or 
nearly  all  of  the  permitted  official  visits  in  that  sport. 
Such  a  waiver  request  shall  be  submitted  by  the  insti¬ 
tution’s  director  of  athletics.  If  the  waiver  request  is 
granted,  the  Council  shall  establish  an  appropriate 
additional  number  of  visits.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Division  II  Steering  Committee), 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  The  proposed  limitations  on  the  number  of  official  visits 
in  Division  II  football  and  basketball  furthers  one  of  the  primary 
objectives  of  the  reform  movement,  which  is  to  reduce  the  cost  of 
operating  intercollegiate  athletics  programs.  In  response  to  a 
cost-containment  survey  conducted  by  the  Division  II  Steering 
Committee,  over  60  percent  of  Division  II  institutions  indicated 
support  for  such  a  proposal  and  over  40  percent  indicated  that 
its  adoption  would  result  in  moderate  or  significant  savings  at 
their  institutions.  The  proposed  limits  are  not  intended  to  pres¬ 
sure  institutions  that  do  not  approach  such  limits  to  provide  ad¬ 
ditional  visits  but,  rather,  to  establish  reasonable  limits  that 
may  result  in  some  significant  savings  at  many  institutions.  For 
those  circumstances  in  which  more  visits  are  needed  because  of 
a  head  coaching  change,  a  waiver  provision  is  available. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  II. 

NO.  133  (NO.  2-40)  OFFICIAL- VISIT  MEALS  —  DIVISION  I 

Intent:  In  Division  I,  to  eliminate  the  restriction  on  the  location  of 
official-visit  meals  in  all  sports. 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.7,5.7,  page  107,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only] 

“13,7.5.7  Meals  on  Official  Visit.  In  Divisions  /  and  III,  meals  pro¬ 
vided  for  a  prospect  and  the  prospect’s  parents  or  legal 
guardians  on  an  official  visit  must  occur  in  the  institution’s  reg- 
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ular,  on-campus  dining  facilities.  If  all  such  dining  facilities  are 
closed,  the  institution  may  provide  meals  off  campus.  In  all  divi¬ 
sions,  the  cost  of  actual  meals,  not  to  exceed  three  per  day,  on 
the  official  visit  for  the  prospect  and  the  prospect’s  parents  or 
legal  guardians  need  not  be  included  in  the  $20-per-day  enter¬ 
tainment  expense.  A  dessert  or  after-dinner  snack  at  the  coach  s 
residence  also  may  be  excluded.” 

[Remainder  of  13.7.5.7  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Division  I  Steering  Committee);  and  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Alabama,  Tuscaloosa;  Clemson  University;  East  Car¬ 
olina  University;  University  of  Houston;  University  of  Missouri, 
Columbia;  University  of  Oklahoma;  University  of  Pittsburgh, 
and  University  of  Wyoming. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  The  intent  of  the  legislation  that  was  adopted  at  the 
1994  Convention  requiring  meals  during  an  official  visit  to  occur 
on  campus  (unless  the  institution’s  facilities  are  closed)  was  to 
reduce  the  "high  cost  of  providing  prospects  with  meals  at  off- 
campus  dining  facilities.”  However,  some  member  institutions 
receive  gifts-in-kind  from  local  establishments  that  permit  them 
to  provide  cost-free,  off  campus  meals  to  prospects  during  official 
visits.  In  addition,  this  proposal  will  eliminate  regulations  that 
restrict  institutions  in  unique  environments  from  providing 
quality  meal  service  to  prospective  student-athletes  during  offi¬ 
cial  visits.  If  the  legislation  is  to  be  amended  to  allow  meals  dur¬ 
ing  an  official  visit  to  occur  either  on  or  off  campus,  it  is  impor¬ 
tant  that  the  amendment  apply  to  all  sports. 

Committee  Position  (Recruiting  Committee):  The  committee 
took  no  position  on  this  proposal  because  it  believes  the  legisla¬ 
tion  should  be  applied  equally  to  all  sports. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I. 

NO.  134  (NO.  2-41)  RECRUITING  -  PUBLICITY 

Intent:  In  Division  III,  to  permit  noncoaching  personnel  to  serve  as 
announcers  or  commentators  for  high- school,  college  preparatory 
or  two-year  college  contests. 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.11.2.1,  page  111,  as  follows: 

[Division  III  only] 

“13.11.2.1  Announcer  for  High-School  Broadcast.  A  member  of 
the  athletics  staff  of  a  member  institution  may  not  serve  as  an 
announcer  or  commentator  for  a  high-school,  college  preparatory 
school  or  two-year  college  contest,  or  appear  (in  person  or  by 
means  of  film,  audio  tape  or  videotape)  on  a  radio  or  television 
broadcast  of  such  a  contest.  In  Division  III,  this  restriction 
applies  only  to  members  of  an  institution’s  coaching  staff 
(e.g.,  full-time,  part-time,  volunteer).” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  and  all  members  of  the  North  Coast  Athletic 
Conference. 
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Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Division  III  coaches  from  tak  ng  P  permit  noncoaching 

school  athletics  contests.  It  ,  ,.  ct0’rj?  athletics  trainers) 
personnel  (e.g.,  sports  .»  nrovide  a  public  service  for 

participate  in  the  broadcast  of  higlvschool  contests. 

Committee  Position  (Recruiting  Committee):  The  committee 
voted  to  support  this  proposal. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  III. 

NO.  135  (NO.  2-42)  J^NjScTION  WTHD^ERCOLLE- 
GIATE  CONTEST  —  DIVISION  II 

Intent:  To  permit  Division  II  member .“fS£Sco“t«£  “fl'l 

school,  preparatory  sctad  iry 

ball,  all I  partiripaUng  ,|1  competition  to 

£25  Xft»o"e£“  liege,  and  to  exempt  the*  contests  from 
the  precollege-expense  restrictions. 

A.  Bylaws;  Amend  13.12.1.3,  page  112,  as  follows: 

[Division  II  only!  . 

o  pnmt,etition  in  Conjunction  With  a  High  School, 

high  schools,  Pl-^IfW^tueSrte  SwS  event  (see 
m'lR  1 1)  i’nall  lports  in  Divisions  II  and  111,  member  inti- 

III  and  in  vnllpvball  all  high  schools,  preparatory 

SisgsssK 

CnZ™ flume, legate  contest  in  Division  I 

preparatory  school  or  “  c(fnjunction’  with  that 

avent)Co0nTy1f  the  college  and  high-school,  preparatory  school 
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or  two-year  college  events  are  conducted  in  separate  ses¬ 
sions,  separate  tickets  are  sold  for  the  events,  and  the  play¬ 
ing  facility  is  cleared  between  the  contests.  A  Division  II  or 
III  member  institution  may  schedule  an  intercollegiate  con¬ 
test  on  the  same  day  as  a  high-school,  preparatory  school  or 
two-year  college  contest  under  a  single  admission  and  con¬ 
ducted  during  a  continuous  session.  In  the  sports  of  bas¬ 
ketball,  football,  gymnastics  and  volleyball,  a  Divi¬ 
sion  II  member  institution  shall  not  permit  a  high 
school,  preparatory  school  or  two-year  college  to 
compete  in  more  than  one  of  these  contests  (per 
sport)  on  the  institution’s  campus  during  an  academ¬ 
ic  year.” 

B,  Bylaws:  Amend  13.16.1.4,  pages  118-119,  as  follows: 

[Division  II  only] 

“13.16.1.4  High-School  Contest  in  Conjunction  With  College 
Competition.  A  Division  II  or  III  member  institution  shall  be 
permitted  to  host  high-school  contests  in  all  sports  held  in  con¬ 
junction  with  intercollegiate  contests  as  specified  in  13.12.1.3.  A 
high-school  contest  held  in  conjunction  with  a  Division  I  or  If 
member  institution’s  intercollegiate  contest  shall  be  governed  by 
the  following: 

[Remainder  of  13.16.1.4  unchanged.] 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Gulf  South  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  The  current  legislation  that  prohibits  Division  II  institu¬ 
tions  from  conducting  competition  between  or  among  high 
schools,  preparatory  schools  or  two-year  colleges  in  conjunction 
with  an  intercollegiate  event  in  the  sports  of  football,  basketball, 
gymnastics  and  volleyball  hurts  attendance  when  fans  must 
choose  between  two  or  more  local  events.  This  current  restric¬ 
tion  is  based  in  part  on  concerns  that  a  local  collegiate  institu¬ 
tion  hosting  such  an  event  may  gain  a  recruiting  advantage. 
However,  most  local  students  already  are  familiar  with  their 
local  college  campus  and  facility,  so  the  decision  to  enroll  is  more 
likely  to  relate  to  the  student’s  desire  to  leave  home,  as  well  as 
the  financial  aid  involved.  This  proposal,  which  would  permit 
one  high-school,  preparatory  school  or  two-year  college  competi¬ 
tion  per  sport,  per  year,  to  be  conducted  in  conjunction  with  a 
local  collegiate  athletics  event  in  these  four  sports,  makes  sense. 

Committee  Position  (Recruiting  Committee):  The  committee 
took  no  position  on  this  proposal. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  II. 

NO.  136  (NO.  2-43)  TRYOUTS  —  NONSCHOLASTIC- 
BASED  BASKETBALL 

Intent:  To  specify  that  a  member  of  an  institution’s  coaching  staff 
may  not  participate  in  coaching  activities  involving  nonscholas- 
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tic-based  basketball  teams. 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.12.1.4,  page  112,  as  follows. 

[Federated  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote] 

“13  12  1  4  MU  Nonscholastic-Based  Basketball.  A  member  o 
an  institution’s  coaching  staff m.y  not ■ 

activities  involving  MU  nonscholastic-based  basketball  teams, 
regardless  of  the  age  or  gender  of  the  participants  involved  i 
such  teams.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Recruiting  Committee). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale-  The  Amateur  Athletic  Union  (AAU)  has  expressed  concern 
to  the  NCAA  Recruiting  Committee  that  AAU  basketball  competi¬ 
tion  often  is  confused  with  other  basketball  leagues  and  tourna- 
mOTte,  and  that  the  term  “AAU”  is  used  by  the  Association's .mem¬ 
bership  in  a  generic  manner.  This  proposal  will  broaden  th 
application  of  the  legislation  to  cover  coaching  actmtmsmv^vmg 
all  nonscholastic-based  basketball  teams,  including  AAU  teams. 
Action:  Adopted  by  D.visions  I  and  II.  Defeated  upon  reconsiders- 
tion  by  Division  III. 

NO  137  (NO  2-44)  FOOTBALL  CAMPS  AND  CLINICS  — 
NO.  137  INU.  ^  w  attendance  qf  SENioR 

PROSPECTS 

Intent'  In  Division  I  football,  to  reinstate  the  prohibition  against  a 
1  senior  prospect’s  attendance  at  a  member  institutions  football 
camps  and  clinics. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.13.1.2,  pages  115,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA  football,  divided  vote] 
“13  13.1.2  Attendance  Restriction.  A  member  institutions  sports 
camp  or  clinic  shall  be  open  to  all  entrants  (limited  only  by  num- 

ber  and  age).  „  ¥ 

“13  13.1.2.1  Exception  —  Division  I  Football.  In  t  e 
sport  of  Division  I  football  a  ‘senior  prospect  shall 
not  be  permitted  to  enroll,  participate  or  be  employed 
at  any  such  sports  camp  or  clinic.  Senior  prospects 
may  enroll  or  participate,  but  may  not  be  employed, 
in  those  developmental  clinics  outlined  in  13.12.3.1 
“13  13.1.2.1.1  Senior  Prospect  Defined.  For  pur- 
poses  of  this  legislation  a  ‘senior  prospect  is  a 
prospect  who  is  eligible  for  admission  to  a  mem¬ 
ber  institution  or  who  has  started  classes  for  the 
senior  year  in  high  school.  A  preparatoiy  school 
or  two-year  college  student  is  considered  to  be  a 
‘senior  prospect’  for  purposes  of  this  rule. 

“13  13  1.2. 1.2  No  Physical  Activity.  A  ‘senior 
nrosnect’  may  attend  a  camp  or  clinic,  provided 
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the  prospect  does  not  participate  in  any  physical 
activities,” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.13.4,  page  117,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA  football,  divided  vo  e] 
“13.13.4  Privately  Owned  Camp.  An  institutions  athletics 
department  personnel  may  not  serve  in  any  capacity  (e^g 
guest  lecturer,  consultant)  in  a  privately  owned  camp,  c hmc 
or  coaching  school  in  which  a  high-school,  preparatory 
school  or  two-year  athletics  award  winner  is  employed,  or, 
in  Division  I  football,  in  which  a  senior  prospect  is 
enrolled,  participates  or  is  employed. 

Source-  All  members  of  the  Pacific-10  Conference;  Central  Michigan 
University;  East  Carolina  University;  University  of  New  Mexico, 
University  of  Pittsburgh;  Southern  Methodist  University,  Syra¬ 
cuse  University,  and  University  of  Tennessee,  Knoxville. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  The  “senior  prospect”  prohibition  for  an  institution’s 
snorts  camp  or  clinic  was  eliminated  in  all  sports  as  part  of  the 
recruiting* deregulation  package  at  the  1994  NCAA  Convention. 
Division  I-A  members  of  the  American  Football  Coaches  Associa¬ 
tion  strongly  opposed  that  action  and  attempted  to  agree  volun- 
KlJ  to reinstate  the  rule  in  the  sport  of  football  during  the 
summer  of  1994  because  there  was  a  concern  that  the  institu¬ 
tion’s  camp  would  be  used  as  preseason  practice  for  incoming 
football  players.  Nine  of  the  10  Division  I-A  conferences  support¬ 
ed  the  agreement,  and  the  10th  opposed  it  only  because  of  en¬ 
forcement  concerns.  Although  deregulation  of  the  ru|e  ™ak 
sense  in  other  sports,  the  number  of  players  involved  and  the 
temptation  for  an  institution  to  require  each  senior  prospect  to 
attend  its  camp  necessitates  the  reinstatement  of  the  regulati 
in  Division  I  football. 

Committee  Position  (Recruiting  Committee):  The  committee 
voted  to  support  this  proposal. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA. 

NO  138  (NO.  2-45)  CAMPS  AND  CLINICS  — 

NU.  »  45  employment  of  student- 

athletes 

Intent:  In  Division  I  football,  to  reinstate  the  prohibition  against  an 
institution  employing  members  of  its  football  team  in  its  football 
camps  or  clinics. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.13.2,  pages  115-117,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA  football,  divided  vote] 
“13.13.2  Employment  at  Camp  or  Clinic 
“13.13.2.1  Student-Athletes 
[13.13.2.1.1  unchanged.] 
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“13  13  2  12  Employment  in  Own  Institution’s  Camp  or 
13.14.4.  J  Division  I  Football.  In 

ill£2SSSS= 

clTnics!  subject  to  the  following  conditions. 

ri3  13  2  1.2-Ca)  and  13.13.2.1.2-(b)  unchanged.]  f 

?'13-2'SSS  VVootbal^  In*  Division 

or  clinics  except  as  provided  in  13.13.2.1.3.2  ana 

13 ^“13  13  2  1  3.1  Employment  in  Specialized 
cip ‘fsiudent-Athlete’s  Institution An^vi- 
.  „  f  fnnihaii  no  member  of  an  institution  s 
footbaU  squad  who  has  eligibility  remaining 
may  be  employed  or  otherwise  participate  in 

that  institution’s  football  camp. 

one  Division  I  institution  is  employed. 

“IS  13  2  1  3  3  Employment  in  Diversifie 
J LnisCamP  In  Division  I  footbaU,  a  member 

frrinsSl’s  football  squad  -ho  hasaeh. 

one  Division  1  institution  is  employed. 

[Remainder  of  13.13.2  unchanged.] 

"17.7.7  Camps  or  Clinics.  In  spor  ,  of  student-athletes 

.see  u.u  * 

Clinic  ■—  Division  I  Football.  In  Division  1  football,  a 
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squad  as  counselors  in  camps  or  clinics  except  as  p 
vided  in  17.7.7.1.2  and  17.7.7.1.3.  r  _ 

“17  7  7  1  1  Employment  in  Specialized  <^amP 

Student-Athlete'a^lQstitution.lnDivisioijl  f«ot- 

hnil  no  member  of  an  institution’s  football  squati 
who’  has  eligibility  remaining  may  be  employed  or 
othemfse  Participate  in  that  institution’s  football 

“17  7  7  1  2  Employment  in  Specialized  ^an'P  . 
Other  Than  Student-Athlete’s  Institution.  In  Divi- 
Son  I  football,  a  member  of  an  institution’s  foot¬ 
ball  squad  who  has  eligibility  remaining  , 

emnloved  in  any  camp  that  specializes  in  the 

sport  of  football,  other  than  his  own  foSSSsUi® 
nvovided  not  more  than  one  football  stu 
dent^athlete  from  any  one  Division  I  institution  is 
employed  at  that  camp.  ,  D  , 

“17  7  7  1  3  Employment  in  Diversified  Spor 

iribiUtv  remaining  of  the  previous  year’s  football 
sqiad  of  any  onf  Division  I  institution  is  em- 
ployed  at  that  camp.” 

Tennessee,  Knoxville. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

sssa  sr~  ™ ; 

Ssfsim 
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-  of  the  in  Commit): 

-*-L 

Action:  Adopted  by  Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA. _ 

Personnel 

...  r F  STRICTED-E  ARNINGS  COACH  — 

NO.  139  (NO.  2-11)  J^sion  1  BASKETBALL 

Intent:  In  the  sport  of  Division o r°o nTSmited  basis,  a 
earnings  coach  to  reP'acflen^en  return  to  his  or  her  restricted- 

such  replacement  is  appmved  by  the 

Council. 

Bylaws:  Amend  11.02.3.4.1  page  52  ^‘ows. 

*  [Division  I  only]  .  ,  i 

“11.02.3.4.1  Additional  Limitations-- Basketball  ^  J  assigtant 
who  has  not  been  emp  oye  y  employed  as  a  restricted- 

basketball  coach  m  Dmsion  ^^^Vstricted-earnings 
earnings  coach  in  that  sport  Howeve  *  or  assistant  baa- 
coach  may  temporarily  replac  stances  and  then 

ketball  coach  due.4t?  “^“trifted-earnings  coach,  pro¬ 
return  to  the  position®  DDroved  by  the  Council  per 
vided  such  replacement  Pp  j  t  his  or  her  period  of 
11.7.1.1.1-2.  The  individual  eamings'coach  within  five  calendar 
employment  as  a  restricted  earni  g  position  and 

years  of  the  date  of  imtial  mgjj lp  ^strictPed-earnings 
shall  not  subsequently  be  employed  as 

coach  in  Division  I  basketball. 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Administrative  Review  Panel). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately.  Panpi  has  received  a  number 

Rationale:  The  Administrative  ®vie^  l  t  d  t  restricted-earnings 

of  appeals  of  Bylaw  l\02ff3.^ "^vacancies  in  full-time 
basketball  coaches  Ml™*  * ^anticipates  more  such  appeals, 
coaching  positions,  and  ,ptu  t  these  appeals  are  reasonable 

The  panel  has  determined  that  th-je  *pp  ^  propogal  wln 
and,  thus,  it  has  granted  such  .  ■  q  lacement  to  occur  (sub¬ 
amend  the  legislation  to  perm* rthis  replace  ^  t0  first 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I. 

NO.  MO  (NO.  2-181  °|^^id.?SnCS  COACH 

Intent:  IX  permit  rettritted-earning,  cc.the.  in  Divi.ion  I  ba.kef 
ball  to  recruit  off  campus. 
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Bylaws:  Amend  11.7.4.3,  page  65,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only] 

“  11. 7. 4. 3  OfT-Campus  Contact  and  Evaluation  of  Prospects.  In  the 
sports  of  football  and  basketball ,  off-campus  contact  and  evaluation 
of  prospects  is  limited  to  the  head  or  assistant  coach.  In  sports 
other  than  football  and  basketball,  it  is  permissible  for  the  restricted- 
earnings  coach  to  contact  or  evaluate  prospects  off  campus.” 

Source:  Drake  University,  Florida  International  University,  George 
Washington  University,  Gonzaga  University,  University  of  Ken¬ 
tucky,  University  of  Notre  Dame,  St.  Joseph’s  University  (Penn¬ 
sylvania),  University  of  Southern  California  and  Southern  Illi¬ 
nois  University  at  Carbondale. 

Effective  Date:  July  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  The  prohibition  against  permitting  a  restricted-earnings 
coach  to  recruit  off  campus  is  unnecessary  since  there  is  a  limit 
on  the  number  of  coaches  who  are  permitted  to  recruit  off  cam¬ 
pus  at  any  one  time.  This  change  will  simplify  the  rule,  will  not 
add  costs  and  will  allow  coaching  staffs  more  flexibility  in  mak¬ 
ing  recruiting  plans.  In  most  cases,  the  restricted-earnings  coach 
will  not  be  a  primary  recruiter;  however,  this  change  will  permit 
the  restricted-earnings  coach  to  gain  some  off-campus  recruiting 
experience  to  help  in  his  or  her  professional  growth. 

Committee  Position  (Recruiting  Committee):  The  committee 
voted  to  oppose  this  proposal. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  I  (142-171,  seven  abstentions). 

NO.  141  (NO.  2-142)  RESOLUTION:  RESTRICTED- 
EARNINGS  COACH 

[Division  I  only] 

“Whereas,  the  Division  I  membership  enacted  legislation  to  es¬ 
tablish  coaching  limits  in  all  sports  and  to  curtail  the  proliferation  of 
part-time  coaching  personnel  with  the  adoption  of  1991  Convention 
Proposal  No.  36;  and 

“ Whereas ,  since  its  adoption,  the  restricted-earnings  coaching 
category  has  elicited  concerns  related  to  compensation  limits,  outside 
employment,  terms  of  employment  and  the  legislation’s  effectiveness 
in  encouraging  the  development  of  new  coaches; 

“Now,  Therefore ,  Be  It  Resolved ,  that  the  NCAA  Council  be  di¬ 
rected  to  conduct  a  study  and  report  to  the  1996  Convention  on  com¬ 
pensation  limits  and  terms  of  employment  for  the  restricted-earnings 
coach,  and  on  other  issues  related  to  the  effectiveness  of  the  current 
legislation  in  developing  new  coaches,  containing  costs,  and  ade¬ 
quately  addressing  the  coaching  needs  of  each  sport,  and  to  submit 
appropriate  legislation  for  consideration  by  the  membership  at  the 
1996  NCAA  Convention.” 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Big  Ten  Conference. 

Committee  Position  (Council  Subcommittee  on  Personnel 
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Limitations):  The  subcommittee  voted  to  support  this  proposa  , 
noting  that  there  has  been  a  great  deal  of  controversy  related  to 
the  restricted-earnings  coach  position  and  that  this  type 
of  study  could  be  beneficial. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  1. 

NO  142  (NO  213)  SCOUTING  —  DIVISION  I 
NO.  142  UNO.  2  bask£TBALL  _  required 

EXCHANGE  OF  VIDEOTAPES 

Intent-  To  require  Division  1  basketball  opponents  to  exchange 
videotapes  of  their  basketball  contests,  as  specified. 

Bylaws:  Amend  11.6.1.1  by  adding  new  11.6.1.1.2,  page  60,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only] 

“11.6.1.1.2  Division  I  BasketbaU  —  Required  Exchange  of 
Videotapes.  Each  member  institution  may  request  from 
any  opponent  institution  with  which  it  has  a  scheduled 
varsity  basketball  contest  videotapes  of  two  games  (iden¬ 
tified  by  the  requesting  institution),  which  the  opponent 
institution  has  played  during  the  current  season,  prior  to 
the  scheduled  contest  between  the  two  institutions.  The 
opponent  institution  must  provide  the  two  videotapes  at 
such  a  time  and  in  such  a  manner  as  to  assure  their  re 
ceipt  by  the  requesting  institution  at  least  seven  days 
prior  to  the  scheduled  contest.  For  tournament  competi¬ 
tion,  the  requesting  institution  shall  be  considered  to 
have  ‘scheduled’  only  the  institution  it  is  to  meet  in  the 
first  round  of  the  tournament.  The  requesting  institution 
may  make  such  a  request  each  time  the  opponent  institu¬ 
tion  is  scheduled  during  the  season.” 

Source-  University  of  Arizona;  Arizona  State  University;  University 
of  California,  Berkeley;  University  of  California  Los  Angeles 
University  of  Oregon;  Oregon  State  University;  University  of 
Southern  California;  Stanford  University,  and  Washington  State 
University. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  With  Division  I  basketball  institutions  unable  to  scout 
opponents  in  person,  it  is  important  that  meaningful  video  p- 
exchange  legislation  be  adopted  to  assure  an  equitable  opportu¬ 
nity  for  all  institutions  to  review  videotapes. 

Committee  Position  (Division  I  Steering  Committee):  The  com¬ 
mittee  voted  to  oppose  this  proposal,  noting  its  belief  that  the 
process  of  exchanging  videotapes  is  one  that  does  not  require  na¬ 
tional  legislation,  and  that  many  institutions,  conferences  and 
coaches  associations  already  have  processes  in  place  for  ex¬ 
changing  videotapes,  which  appear  to  be  working  well. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  I. 
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NO.  143  (NO.  2-14)  GRADUATE  ASSISTANT  COACH  — 
DIVISION  I-A  FOOTBALL 

Intent:  To  permit  an  institution  to  employ  an  additional  graduate 
assistant  coach  in  Division  I-A  football,  provided  at  least  one  of 
the  three  graduate  assistant  coaches  is  an  ethnic  minority. 

Bylaws:  Amend  11.7.2.1  by  adding  new  11.7.2.1.4,  page  62,  renum¬ 
bering  subsequent  sections,  as  follows: 

[Division  I-A  football  only] 

“11.7.2.1.4  Additional  Graduate  Assistant  Coach  —  Ethnic 
Minority.  An  institution  may  employ  an  additional  gradu¬ 
ate  assistant  coach,  provided  at  least  one  of  the  three 
graduate  assistant  coaches  is  an  ethnic  minority." 

Source:  East  Carolina  University,  University  of  Houston,  University 
of  Kansas,  Louisiana  State  University,  University  of  Memphis, 
University  of  Oklahoma,  University  of  Pittsburgh  and  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  University. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately 

Rationale:  This  proposal  will  encourage  and  provide  additional 
coaching  opportunities  for  ethnic  minorities  in  Division  I-A  foot¬ 
ball,  A  need  exists  to  actively  develop  a  pool  of  minority  coaches 
to  serve  as  graduate  assistants.  In  1993,  approximately  four  per¬ 
cent  of  the  graduate  assistant  coaches  were  ethnic  minorities. 

Committee  Position  (Minority  Opportunities  and  Interests 
Committee):  The  committee  voted  to  oppose  this  proposal.  The 
committee  agrees  with  the  concept  of  encouraging  and  providing 
opportunities  for  ethnic  minorities  at  all  levels  of  participation 
in  athletics;  however,  it  is  the  opinion  of  the  committee  that  this 
proposal  contains  some  ambiguity  For  example,  if  an  institution 
already  has  a  minority  graduate  assistant,  the  institution  will 
not  be  bound  by  this  legislation  to  hire  another  minority  to  fill 
the  third  graduate  assistant  position  and,  hence,  enhancement 
is  not  achieved.  As  an  alternative,  the  committee  recommends 
that  the  sponsors  consider  legislation  that  would  require  one  of 
the  two  existing  graduate  assistant  positions  be  designated  for 
an  ethnic  minority 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  I-A  (42-67). 

NO.  144  (NO.  2-15)  RECRUITING  PERSONNEL  — 

NATIONAL  SERVICE  ACADEMIES 

Intent:  For  the  national  service  academies,  to  permit  nine  football 
coaches,  other  than  restricted-earnings  coaches,  to  contact  and 
evaluate  prospective  student-athletes  off  campus  at  any  one 
time. 

Bylaws:  Amend  11.7.2.2  by  adding  new  11.7.2.2.1,  page  62,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

[Division  I-A  football  only] 

“11.7.2.2.1  Additional  Recruiters  —  National  Service 
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Academies.  For  the  national  service  academies,  the  off- 
campus  contact  and  evaluation  of  prospects  shall  be  limit¬ 
ed  to  a  total  of  nine  coaches  at  any  one  time,  which  may  in¬ 
clude  the  head  coach  but  no  restricted-earnings  coaches.” 

Source:  Brigham  Young  University;  California  State  University, 
Fresno;  University  of  Missouri,  Columbia;  University  of  Notre 
Dame;  University  of  Texas  at  Austin;  U.S.  Air  Force  Academy; 
U.S.  Military  Academy,  and  the  U.S.  Naval  Academy 

Effective  Date:  Immediately 

Rationale:  Congressional  procedures  require  that  all  candidates  re¬ 
ceive  a  Presidential,  Congressional,  or  military  nomination  in 
order  to  be  considered  for  admission  to  the  service  academies. 
These  procedures  also  require  the  service  academies  to  consider 
candidates  from  all  50  states.  It  is  difficult  to  meet  and  evaluate 
this  number  of  candidates  when  only  seven  coaches  are  permit¬ 
ted  to  be  on  the  road  at  the  same  time.  It  is  important  to  contact 
the  candidates  as  early  as  possible  to  enable  them  to  obtain  a 
nomination  in  time  to  be  considered  for  admission.  Because  many 
student-athletes  hesitate  to  commit  to  several  years  of  obligated 
service  after  graduation,  the  service  academies  must  pursue  a  far 
greater  number  of  prospects  nationally  than  other  Division  I  in¬ 
stitutions  to  yield  a  comparable  number  of  incoming  freshman 
student-athletes.  This  is  a  difficult  task  to  accomplish  with  only 
seven  coaches  on  the  road  at  any  one  time.  Grant-in-aid  limita¬ 
tions  do  not  apply,  and  the  academies  do  not  subscribe  to  the  Na¬ 
tional  Letter  of  Intent.  This  proposed  exception  is  critical  for  the 
national  service  academies  to  remain  competitive  in  Division  I-A. 

Committee  Position  (Recruiting  Committee):  The  committee 
voted  to  support  this  proposal. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I-A. 

NO.  145  (NO.  2-16)  RECRUITING  PERSONNEL - 
DIVISION  I-AA  FOOTBALL 

Intent:  To  permit  a  Division  I-AA  institution  to  designate  a  total  of 
nine  head  or  assistant  coaches  (including  restricted-earnings 
coaches)  who  may  contact  or  evaluate  prospective  student-ath¬ 
letes  off  campus,  and  to  permit  up  to  seven  of  the  nine  coaches  to 
contact  and  evaluate  prospective  student-athletes  off  campus 
during  any  one  calendar  week. 

Bylaws:  Amend  11.7.3.2,  page  63,  as  follows: 

[Division  I-AA  football  only] 

“11.7.3.2  Off-Campus  Contact  and  Evaluation  of  Prospects.  Off- 
campus  contact  and  evaluation  of  prospects  is  limited  to  a  total 
of  seven  nine  coaches,  which  may  include  the  head  coach  and  not 
more  than  one  restncted-earnmgs  coach  and  any  of  the  assistant 
coaches  or  restricted-earnings  coaches.  In  addition,  there 
is  a  limit  of  seven  coaches  (including  the  head  coach) 
who  may  contact  and  evaluate  prospects  off  campus  dur- 
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ing  any  one  calendar  week  (defined  as  Sunday  through 
Saturday).  A  list  of  permissible  off-campus  recruiters  shall  be 
designated  prior  to  October  1.  The  annual  designation  of  the  restncted-eam- 
ings  coach  shall  remain  in  effect  tor  the  academic  year  or  until  the  restncted-eammgs 
coach  no  longer  is  employed  by  the  institution. 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Southern  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995. 

Rationale:  This  proposal  is  intended  to  make  Division  I-AA  off-cam- 
pus  recruiting  regulations  more  consistent  with  those  apphca  e 
to  Division  I-A.  It  will  provide  more  apprentice  coaches  with  an 
opportunity  to  become  involved  in  the  fruiting  process  By  pro¬ 
viding  Division  I-AA  institutions  with  the  flexibility  to  designate 
those  seven  coaches  who  will  be  on  the  road  recruiting  each  week, 
it  will  permit  the  other  staff  members  to  be  more  available  on 
campus  to  cope  with  the  needs  of  student-athletes  already  in  at¬ 
tendance.  It  also  does  not  increase  the  total  number  of  coaches  or 
the  number  of  coaches  who  can  be  on  the  road  at  the  same  time. 

Committee  Position  (Recruiting  Committee):  The  committee 
took  no  position  on  this  proposal. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I-AA  (74-41,  five  abstentions). 

NO  146  (NO.  2-17)  VOLUNTEER  COACH  —  SWIMMING 

AND  DIVING 

Intent:  To  permit  an  additional  volunteer  coach  at  institutions  that 
conduct  separate  men’s  and  women  s  swimming  programs  with  a 
combined  men’s  and  women  s  diving  program. 

Bylaws:  Amend  11.7.4.2.3  by  adding  new  11.7.4.2.3.1,  page  64,  as 
follows: 

[Division  I  only] 

“11  7  4  2.3.1  Additional  Volunteer  Coach  —  Swimming  and 
Diving.  An  institution  that  conducts  separate  mens  and 
women's  swimming  programs  with  a  combined 
women’s  diving  program  may  employ  three  volunteer 
coaches,  one  for  men’s  swimming,  one  for  womens  swim¬ 
ming  and  one  for  diving.” 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Big  Ten  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1, 1995. 

Rationale:  Under  the  current  regulations,  an  institution  that  has 
separate  men’s  and  women’s  swimming  programs  yet  combines 
the  diving  programs,  may  only  have  two  volunteer  coaches. 
Thus,  in  most  cases,  there  is  no  volunteer  coach  available  fort  e 
diving  program.  This  certainly  was  not  intended  by  the  sponsors 
of  the  original  legislation.  To  allow  a  volunteer  coach  for  the  co¬ 
ed  diving  program  solves  a  number  of  problems,  not  the  least  o 
which  is  making  sure  that  on  those  dates  when  separate  mens 
and  women’s  events  are  held  at  different  locations  there  can  be  a 
coach  at  both  locations  for  the  divers. 
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development  of  new  coaches. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I.  _ _ 


Deregulation 

Zted  on  separately  in  the  appropriate  business  session. 

NO.  147  (Dereg.  4)  TESgSCORE  TIME  LIMITATION  - 

“liliSisSs 

legiate  institution. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.3.1.4,  page  147,  as  follows: 

[Division  l  only] 

“14.3.1.4  Test-Score  Requirements.^ In^Dj visions ^and^II^t^e 

achieved1 uiuier  rational  testing  conditions  on  a  national  testing 

dateTi  e  ,  no  residual  (campus)  testing  or  regional  testing  dates!. 

14  3  1.4.1  Test-Score  Time  Limitation 

“(a)  Division  I:  At  Division  I  institutions,  the  minimum  re- 
Sed  SAT  or  ACT  score  shall  be  achieved  no  ater  than 
jl  1  immediately  preceding  the  individual’s  first  lull-time  enrollment  ,n  a 
coLgiate  institution  or  the  end  of  the  term  in  which  the 
ed  the  requirements  tor  high-school  graduation  (including,  tor  a  ore^  S^ 
dent  whois  completing  secondary  education  in  a  ^joun  ^  thej«m 
in  which  the  individual  completed  the  o 

colleoiate  institution  in  that  country)  prior  to  the  individual  s 
fflrt  full-time  enrollment  in  a  collegiate  mstitu- 

tion.” 

[Remainder  of  14.3.1.4  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Legislative  Review  Committee). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 
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the  test-score  requirements  by  indicating  that  a  student-athlete 
in  Division  I  can  use  test  scores  achieved  up  to  initial  enroll¬ 
ment.  This  rule  has  been  in  effect  in  Division  II  and  has  not  ere- 
ated  any  problem  for  those  institutions. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I. 

NO.  148  (Dereg.  2)  AGE  RULE  —  DIVISION  I 

Intent:  In  Division  I,  to  specify  that  any  participation  by  an  individ¬ 
ual  in  organized  competition  during  any  12-month  period  after 
the  individual’s  21st  birthday  and  prior  to  initial  full-time  en¬ 
rollment  in  a  collegiate  institution  counts  as  a  year  of  varsity 
competition  in  that  sport. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.2.4.5,  pages  138-139,  as  follows. 

[Division  1  only] 

« 14  2  4  5  Participation  After  20th  21st  Birthday.  Any  participa¬ 
tion  as  an  individual  or  a  team  representative  in  organized 
sports  competition  by  a  student  during  each  12-month  period 
after  the  student's  20th  21st  birthday  and  pnor  to  initial  full-time 
enrollment  in  a  collegiate  institution  shall  count  as  one  year  ot 
varsity  competition  in  that  sport.  The  student  shall  not  be  charged  with 
more  than  one  season  of  competition  m  that  sport  in  any  12-month  penod  following  the 
student’s  20th  birthday.  In  addition,  if  in  any  12-month  period  following  the  students 
20th  birthday  the  student  participates  in  organized  sports  competition,  matriculates  at  a 
collegiate  institution,  participates  in  regular  practice  sessions,  including  conditioning 
activities,  in  that  sport,  and  begins  a  collegiate  season  in  that  sport,  the  student  may 
complete  that  collegiate  season  without  being  charged  an  additional  season  of  compe¬ 
tition  in  that  sport  Participation  in  organized  competition  during  time 
spent  in  the  U.S.  armed  services  shall  be  excepted. 

“1424  5  1  Ice  Hockey  and  Skiing.  In  the  sports  of  men's  ice  hockey  and  men’s 
and  women's  skiing,  if  a  prospective  student-athlete  becomes  20  years  old  dur¬ 
ing  a  season  of  organized  noncoilegiate  competition,  the  student-athlete  may 
complete  that  season  without  being  charged  a  season  of  competition. 

« 142,4.5.2  14,2.4.5.1  Track  and  Cross  Countiy  A  prospective 
student-athlete  who  participates  in  outside  competition 
after  the  student's  20th  21st  birthday  during  a  cross  country, 
indoor  track  and  field  or  outdoor  track  and  field  sports  sea¬ 
son  (as  opposed  to  general  road  racing  events)  would  be 
charged  with  at  least  one  season  of  competition  in  the  sport 
in  which  the  student  participated. 

“14.2.4  5.3  14.2.4.5.2  Road  Racing.  A  prospective  student-ath¬ 
lete  who  participates  in  road  racing  activities  after  the  stu¬ 
dent's  20th  21st  birthday  and  prior  to  enrollment  in  a  mem¬ 
ber  institution  shall  be  charged  with  at  least  one  season  ot 
competition  in  each  of  the  sports  of  cross  country,  indoor 
track  and  outdoor  track.” 

[Remainder  of  14.2.4.5  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Legislative  Review  Committee). 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995;  for  those  student-athletes  first  en- 
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ods  that  occur  beginning  with  the  s  ^  Wrthday  and 

nized  competition  after  the  studen  ni  student- 

includes  a  complicated  set  of  “""reed  a  second  season  of 
athlete  thereafter  intercollegiate  season.  This  propos- 

competition  during  the  sa  ^  .  applicable  date  the 

al  will  ™  birthto  My^ compeUtta  in  each  »le»- 

tta  2lst  birthday  would  count  as  one  .nt.-col- 

legiate  season  of  competition. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  1.  ™mpfTTTION 

NO  149  (Dereg.  1)  INTERCOLLEGIATE  COMPETITION 

lntenL  To  lilit  the  definition  of  intercollegiate  competition  as  speci- 
fied. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.02.6,  page  131.^  "^^mmon  vote] 

[Dominant  provisio  ,  Intercollegiate  competition 

either  a  two-year  or  four-year 

collegiate  institution: 

[14.02.6-(a)  unchanged.]  (eam  0i  an  institution 

“(b)  Participates  in  any  or  on  an  outside  team)  that  is  open 

that  conducts  a  varsity  program  in  the  p  collegiate  in- 

0nty  to  collegiate  %Z,or  Mr  «*■ 

sfiMons  participating  in  compe  deluded  in  the  scoring  of  the 

U4.oStO  and  14-OSJWd)  relettared  as  14.02.6-CW  and  X4.02.6. 
(c),  unchanged.]  made  in  Bylaw 

l17°02.. 

Source-  NCAA  Council  (Lesisl.tive  Review  Committee). 

EKec.lv.  Date: 

bJZL  Many  times, 

lar  athletics  event  involves  ““^Ssp°eXe  institutions.  This 

institutions  scoring  pom  -  ntercollegiate  competition  is  difficult 

portion  of  the  definition  ot  mte  °  h  +hat  \e&  to  its  adop- 
to  monitor  and  administer,  and  one  time.  This 

tion  are  not  as  great  a  concern  as  ^  0f  whether  a 


Legislative  Proposals 


A-179 


an  institution  would  only  have  to  determine  whether  any  of  the 
following  occurred:  (1)  did  the  student-athlete  represent  the  in¬ 
stitution;  (2)  did  the  student-athlete  compete  in  the  uniform  of 
the  institution,  or  (3)  did  the  student-athlete  receive  any  expens¬ 
es  from  the  institution  for  participating  in  the  event? 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I. 

NO,  150  (Dereg.  3)  HARDSHIP  WAIVER 

Intent:  To  amend  the  criteria  for  qualifying  for  a  hardship  waiver  as 
specified. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.2.5,  pages  139-140,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote] 

"14.2.5  Hardship  Waiver.  A  student-athlete  may  be  granted  an 
additional  year  of  competition  by  the  conference  or  the  Eligibili¬ 
ty  Committee  for  reasons  of  "hardship.”  Hardship  is  defined  as 
an  incapacity  resulting  from  an  injury  or  illness  that  has  oc¬ 
curred  under  all  of  the  following  conditions: 

[14. 2. 5 -(a)  unchanged.] 

"(b)  The  injury  or  illness  occurs  prior  to  the  completion  of  the  first  half  of  the 
traditional  playing  season  \n  that  sport  (measured  by  the  number  of  completed 
contests  or  dates  of  competition  rather  than  scheduled  contests  or  dates  of  com¬ 
petition  or  calendar  days)  and  results  in  incapacity  to  compete  for  the  remainder 
of  the  traditional  playing  season,  before  the  institution  has  com¬ 
pleted  the  number  of  events  listed  in  column  (a) 
below  and  results  in  incapacity  to  compete  for  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  the  season,  and 

"(c)  The  injury  or  illness  occurs  when  the  student-athlete  has 
not  participated  in  more  than  two  events  or  20  percent  (whichever 
number  is  greater)  of  the  institution’s  completed  events  In  his  or  her  sport  for  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  in  Divisions  I  and  II  and  three  events  or  one-third  (whichever  num¬ 
ber  is  greater)  of  the  institution's  completed  events  in  his  or  her  sport  for  student- 
athletes  in  Division  lit  Only  competition  (excluding  scrimmages  and  exhibition 
contests  in  Divisions  I  and  If,  but  including  such  contests  in  Division  III)  against 
outside  participants  during  the  traditional  playing  season,  or,  if  so  designated, 
during  the  official  NCAA  championships  playing  season  in  that  sport  (e.g.,  spring 
baseball,  fall  soccer),  shall  be  countable  under  this  limitation  in  calculating  both 
the  number  of  events  in  which  the  student-athlete  has  participated  and  the  num¬ 
ber  of  completed  events  dunng  that  season  in  the  sport  the  number  of 
contests  specified  in  column  (b)  below. 


(a) 

(b) 

D.I 

D.  II 

D.  Ill 

D.I 

D.  II 

D.  Ill 

'Baseball 

28 

28 

22 

12 

12 

15 

'Basketball 

13 

13 

12 

6 

6 

9 

‘Cross  Country 

3 

3 

4 

2 

2 

3 

‘Fencing 

5 

5 

5 

3 

3 

4 

‘Field  Hockey* 

12 

12 

12 

5 

5 

9 

‘Football 

5 

5 

5 

3 

3 

4 
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•G°1£  ,  ?  ?  6  3  3  i 

•Gymnastics  «  »  ,  9 

“Ice  Hockey  17  16  12  4  6 

8  0  g  4  4  0 

8  „  q  C 

lit  IIS 

:fiing.  12  i2  12  559 

ilZln  28  28  22  12  12  15 

"Swimming  10  8  8  -  *  7 

Tennis  12  >2  •»  «  *  1 

■Track  &  Field  9  9  9 

"Volleyball,* 

Divisions  I  and 
II  men  and 

women  and  7  7  7 

Division  III  men  16  16  16 

“Volleyball,* 

Division  III  _  13  —  9 

women  .  .  7 

“Water  Polo  10  10  X°  4  4  6 

“Wrpstlinj?  8  “  “  ,  . 

r  hnrdshin  waiver  calculations,  each 

:^„rdK“^amPC«“S-"-*  ■*“*•  »'  “”S,d- 

ered  one  contest. 

u  a  9  k  1  and  14  2.5.2  unchanged.] 

hardship  waiver: 

[14  2.5.3.1  unchanged.] 

"142  5  32  Firsl-Hall-ot-Season  Calculation.  In  determining  if  an  m,ury  or 

qualify  the  student-athlete  for  a  hardship  waiver.  . 

“(42533  Reinmry  in  Second  Half  of  Season.  A  student-athlete  who  suffers  an  tn/ury 

,  _ A-181 

Legislative  Proposals - - - - 


requirements  set  forth  in  14.2.5  and  14.2.5.3.4  apply  only  to  the  waiver  provisions  of 
this  section  and  do  not  apply  to  the  maximum-  and  minimum-contest  requirements  in 
Bylaws  17  and  20] 

“ 14.2.5.3.4.1  Denominator  in  Percent  Calculation.  The  denominator  in  the  institu¬ 
tion's  percent  calculation  shall  be  based  on  the  institution's  number  of  completed 
varsity  events  [see  14.2.5-(c)}. 

“  14.2.5.3.4  2  Fraction  in  Percent  Computation.  Any  computation  of  the  percent 
limitation  that  results  in  a  fractional  portion  of  an  event  shall  be  rounded  to  the 
next  whole  number  (eg,  20  percent  of  a  27-game  basketball  schedule— 5  4 
games — shall  be  considered  six  games). 

“  14  2  5.3.4  3  Conference  Championships.  A  conference-championship  event 
shall  be  counted  as  one  contest  in  determining  the  institution’s  completed  events 
in  that  sport,  regardless  of  the  number  of  days  or  games  involved  in  the  champi¬ 
onship.  However,  for  purposes  of  this  regulation,  the  calculation  of  completed 
events  in  a  particular  season  does  not  include  postseason  competition  conduct¬ 
ed  subsequent  to  the  completion  of  the  institution's  regular-season  schedule  and 
conference  tournament , 

“ 14.2.5.3.4.4  Tournament  and  Multiple-Team  Events .  For  purposes  of  the  hard¬ 
ship  rule,  tournaments  and  multiple  team  versus  team  events  are  counted  as  fol¬ 
lows. 

“(a)  In  individual  sports  (i.e.,  cross  country,  fencing,  golf,  gymnastics,  nfle,  ski¬ 
ing,  swimming,  tennis,  track  and  field,  wrestling),  any  competition  involving 
participants  from  more  than  two  institutions,  conducted  and  organized  as 
one  event  at  one  location  on  one  calendar  day  (e.g.t  tnple  dual  meet  in 
wrestling,  team  invitational  track  meet),  shall  count  as  one  contest,  even 
though  team  scores  against  ali  participating  institutions  are  kept  separately, 
or  the  student-athletes  participate  against  more  than  one  opponent; 

“(b)  In  individual  sports,  each  day  of  an  individual’s  participation  in  a  tourna¬ 
ment  or  meet  shall  count  as  one  contest,  and 
“(c)  In  team  sports  (e.g.,  baseball,  basketball,  field  hockey,  ice  hockey, 
lacrosse,  soccer,  softball,  volleyball,  water  polo),  an  institution’s  participa¬ 
tion  against  another  institution  in  each  contest  in  a  tournament,  double- 
header  or  multiple-team  engagement  shall  count  as  one  contest  ” 

[14.2.5.3.5  renumbered  as  14.2.5.3.3,  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Legislative  Review  Committee). 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1995;  for  hardship  waivers  effective  dur¬ 
ing  the  1995-96  academic  year  and  thereafter. 

Rationale:  This  proposal  will  simplify  the  criteria  for  determining 
whether  a  student-athlete  qualifies  for  a  hardship  waiver  by 
eliminating  percentage  and  first-half-of-season  calculations  and 
replacing  them  with  established  numbers,  and  by  utilizing  the 
definition  of  contests  as  set  forth  in  Bylaw  17  rather  than  having 
a  separate  set  of  definitions  for  the  hardship  rule.  It  should  be 
noted  that  the  first-half-of-the-season  numbers  represent  half  of 
the  maximum  number  of  contests  for  each  sport  and  the  number 
of  contests  in  which  a  student-athlete  may  compete  represents 
20  percent  (in  Divisions  I  and  II)  and  33  percent  (in  Division  III) 
of  the  maximum  number  of  contests.  The  proposal  will  eliminate 
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an  unpleasant  feature  of  the 

an  institution  to  determine  P  comnleted  and  rain-outs 
season  calculations  until  1» 

SotSltnl' p”.1e .11 Institutions  on  an  equitable  bast,  for 
meeting  hardship  requirements. 
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Appendix  B 


Roll-Call  Voting 


This  is  a  summary  of  the  55  roll-call  votes  that  were  con¬ 
ducted  at  th,e  1995  NCAA  Convention  m  San  Diego,  California. 

Each  column  represents  a  roll-call  vote  at  the  Conventi  . 
The  number  at  the  head  of  each  column  is  the  proposal  number. 


11  i<  u  in  h  u»  i»  ii  '*  »i  m  17  J  '!  1  0  0  a  "  ” 

W  W  _  _  _  -  in  muu 


ABILENE  CHRISTIAN  UNIVERSITY 
ADAMS  STATE  COLLEGE:'.'.’.  v 

ADELPHI  UNIVERSITY 
ADRIAN  COLLEGE  C.-V.*  '. .  r/  f 
AGNES  SCOn.  COLLEGE 

UNIVERSITY  Of  AKRON . 

ALABAMA  A4M  UNIVERSITY  .  .. 

ALABAMA  STATE  UNIVERSITY  .  . 

UNIVERSITY  Of  ALABAMA.  TUSCALOOSA 
UNIVERSITY  Of  ALABAMA-BIRMINGHAM  . 


No - Yts  Ye  -  Ye  -  Yw  Ye  Ye  Ye  Ye  -  ^  No  -  - 

■  !u  55 12  I,; N!  :  Y«  -  r«  2  Y_  y«  m  -«  v«  Y«  -  -  no  -  * 

"  Li*  12  -  Y«  Ye  -  Ye  -  Ye  No  Y«  Ye  Y«s  -  -  Ye  -  - 

■"laa  y«  Ye  -  “  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  ~  No y  Ye  Ye  Ye 


ii 


ALBION  COLLEGE  . . 

ALCORN  STATE  UNIVERSITY 

ALFRED  UNIVERSITY . 

AlIiNTOWnS' O^ST  FRANCISDEjALES 

5«WCiSn™iTldNAL  COLLET 
AMERICAN  UNIVERSITY  /  , 

-AMHERST  COLLEGER.  - . 

ANDERSON  UNIVERSITY.'.  ilT.r,.  C:'-^ 
ANGELO  STATE  UNIVERSITY 

ANNA  MARIA  COLLEGE  _ .  .... 

APPALACHIAN  STATE  UNIVERSITY  .... 

ARIZONA  STATE  UNIVERSITY . 

UNIVERSITY  OF  ARIZONA . . 


:■  ■F'frTlft-  -  Y„  1  Ye - 

Tm  %  %  -  "0  VB  v«  vb  g  -  -  y«  -  % 

•S  Ys?2  =  ::2?:-  =  =  -  =  --g:£::::: 

Hi  Yb  v«  -  -  -  to - - ”, . 


• “ T £ Ti 12  Y2 -  :  v“  : 

•...:?«  ;«  ?S  =  to  r  -  VB  :  g  -  g  -  g  g  g  g  g  :  :  &  :  Ki 

■-■a  s v2 : r ll=*s L=J 


ASSUMPTION  COLLEGE 
ATLANTIC  10  CONFERENCE  .... 
ATLANTIC  COAST  CONFERENCE . 

auburn  university . 

AUGSBURG  COLLEGE  .  .  . _ ■ 

' AU6USTA COLLEGE s*. 

AUGUSTANA  COLLEGE  (ILLINOIS)  > . 
AUGUSTANA  COLLEGE  (SOUTH  DAKOTA) 
AURORA  UNIVERSITY  £ . . 

'AUSTIN  (^YjTAmjNWBSITY^. 
BABS0NG0LLEGE  ...  r  ..  • 

BALDWW WALLACE  COLLEGE 

BAIL  STATE  UNIVERSITY . 

BARO  COLLEGE . 

BARRY  UNIVERSITY  ■  ■  ■  ■  . 

’  BATES  COLLEGE 

BAYLOR  UNIVERSITY  f  p , .  V :  *  - 
BEAVER  COLLEGER;  I*.  "J  - ; 
BEUARMJNE  COLLEGE*.'. 

■8EMI0J1  STATE  UNIVERSITY  .‘.T: 
BENNETT  COLLEGE 
BENTLEY  COLLEGE  ..  •• 

BERNARD  M  BARUCH  COLLEGE 
BETHANY  COLLEGE  (WEST  VIRGINIA) 
BOHa  COLLEGE  (MINNESOTA)  .. 


Y-  Ye  ^  I  -  -  Ta  -  Yes  -  Ye  Ye  Ye  Ye  Ye  -*  -  Ye  - 

’  I  f**  J2  IS _ -  Y«  Ye  -  Yes  -  Ye  No  Yes  Ye  Ye  -  - 

W  v2  ?2  -  VB - VB  VB  -  VB  -  VB  to  Vb  Vb  VB  -  ;  *  I 

'  in  Ye  Ye - P__  “  “  “  .Z  ~ 


TjLAAj^Ye  [^Ho^ 
..111  Yes  Ye  -  -  ~ 

HI  -No  -  -  - 
TA  Ye  Ye  -  No  - 

in  Yes  Tea - 

,11  Yes  Yes  Ye  -  Ye 


No  -  -  -  -  - 
No  -  -  -  -  f 
-  -  Ye  Ye  -  No 

I  I  I  -  Ye  - 


-  Y«s  No  Ye  Ye  Ye  -  - 
_  -  _  Ye  -  Ye  -  - 
Yes  -  -  Yes  -  Y«  Y«  Ye 


Yes  Yes  -  -  -  Yes  —  - 

Ye  Ye  Yes  -  Y«  -  -  - 

Ye  Ye  - - Ne-- 

Ye  Ye  -  -  -  No  -  - 

Ye  Y«  —  —  —  No  -  - 


-  -  Ye  -  Ye  -  — 

-  _  Ye*  -  Yts  Ye  Ye 

-  -  Ye  -  No  —  - 

-  -  Ye  -  Ye  -  — 

_  -  Ye  -  Ye  -  - 
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Where  letters  are  indicated,  the  reference  is  to  parts  of  multipart  pro- 
222335  in  that  vote.  Proposals  considered  m  -ore  than  one 
divTsfon  business  session  are  reported  in  separate  columns  labeled  by 
division. 
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DUKE  UNIVERSITY  .  ]*  Yes  5® _ Yes 

DUQUESNE UNIVERSITY  ..  .  ^  lM(>J£ 

I EARUUM  COLLEGE  v2  ;  s_?te 

EAST  CAROLINA  UNIVERSITY  ... ..... . 

EAST  STROUDSBURG  UNIVERSITY^/?;.  ^f-tVes 

E^liroi COLLE^ ATHLET C CONFERENCE  ...j-AA  Yes  -  Y«  -  -  Yes 

EASTERN  CONNECTICUT  STATE  UNIVERSITY.  ...Jl  Yes  Y«  -  -  N® 

EASTFWlU^SUN'YEm.  . FAA  2  t£ - Y« 


?n7  YeT^eTYesYw  nTy«  y«  -  -  ~  No  Yes  ^  2  _  _  2  2  v"  - 

__  _  -  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  -  -  -  ^“222  _  _  _  __----  -  -Yes  -  Yes  -  Yes 

n! *  N; : z z z v“ * i : 


EASTERN  KENTUCKY  UNIVERSITY  . 


,  ,  1W  lw  —  "W  -  ■.  v  , 

...WA  Yes  Yes  -  Yes  -  -  Yes  -  Yes  -  Yis 


*2“  _  -  -  -  -  Yes  -  Yes--- 
Yes  -  Yes  -  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  -  -  Yes  -  No 

1 - Yes  -  Y«  -  -  -  -  - 

Yes  -  Yes  -  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  -  -  No  -  No 


.  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  - 
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-  -  “  No  S  vS  Yk  Yb  Yb  No  No  n7  Yes  Yes  Yes  No  No  No  Yes  No  No 

22ff2KS?5to  to  NO  No  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  No  No 


-  -  Yes  -  Yes  - 

-  -  -  —  Yes  - 

-  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  Yes 

_  _  _  -  Yes  - 

_  _  _  -  Yes  - 
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SBwww *«  «  “ *  _ » - »  -  jj  - 

FAIRMONT  STATE  COLLEGE  „ . "  _  I  No  -  No  -  -  “  ”  No-No  - 

fAYtTTEVIUESWEWVJEftSjT^^.^^^^^^  _. 
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____-  -  Ye  -Y«----_ 
—  No  —  Y«  —  —  Ye  —  Ye  No  No  —  No 
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.>AAA  Ye  Y«  -  Ye - No  -  Ye  y-  TB  ^  ¥e  -  Ye  No  No - 

.1  Ye  y«  Ye  -  No  -  ^  I  ybs  -  Yes  -  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  -  -  Yes  -  - 

.  LA  Yes  Yts  —  Yes  y  yes  _  Yes  —  Ye*  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  —  -  vW  "  JT 

J-A  Yes  Yes  -  Yes  -  -  -  Yes  _  if,  _  Y«  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  -  -  Yes  -  No 

, . >AA  Yes_ Ye  -  Y»  - — Z?.,T  ! TCT Yes  NolNo<4'r7 Noly^ 


FLORIDA  INTERNATIONAL  UNTYtRSTTY  . Yes  Yes  «  - 

F10R10A  SOUTHERN  COLLEGE  .  .  • •  >  ^  Y«  -  Yes - 

FLORIDA  STATE  UNIVERSITY . [J  v«  vS  -  Yes  -  -  -  Yes 

UNIVERSITY  OfftOfilDA . tie  £  £  -  %  -  -  Yes  - 

fordham  university  ..  •  -_•„•  -  •  —  l^L-.  u—n fl,- *  « .■  ,V  ra 

siisaaisiss^ 

iLiiJii'.waaFWftTft*”— 

StfUMA jgMLaufc . J|  £  5  I  I  I  No  -  - 

:•  s  s  I  =  =  8  =  - 


_ Ye  -  Yes  -  -  - 

-  No  -  Yes  -  -  Yes  -  Ye*  No  No  - 

-  Yes  -  Yes - 

_ _ --No  -  No  -  — 


- — - 

GEORGE  WASHINGTON  UNIVERSITY  . 
GEORGETOWN  UNIVERSITY  ..  . 

GEORGIA S0UTK8W UNIVERSITY,  ^ 


.  >AAA  Yes  Yes  -  Yes  -  -  -  S  -  Yes  -  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  Yts  -  -  No  -  No 

,.  .EAA  Yes  Yes  -  No  -  -  *s  -  Ye  -  Yf  Yes  -  -  Ye  -  Yes  No  No - 

«  Yes  Ye*  No  -  No  -  -  -  Yf  y  _  Y|S  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  -  -  Jo  -  - 

■&  a  a  - g  =  - g  - g  - 
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GRAND  CANYON  UNIVERSITY  .  ■  ■ 

SZJo  VALLEY  STATE  UNIVERSITY  ... 

GREAT  LAKES  INTERCOUEG  ATHLETlCCONf  - 
ifflEAl  UH5  VUIEYCWFMffi_’^T^ 
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iunctnotwnu  wvM-un 

(GRINNEHCOLUGE^ 
j^QNE  CITY  COLLET 


GUlFOfiO  OOUiGE  . .  -  • 

GULF  SOUTH  conference 

GUSTAVUS  ADOLPHUS  COLLEGE  . 
GtfYNE  DCF  MERCY  COLLEGE  . 
HANDUONCOUiGE  .  -  .  y 


Ye*  Yes  -  - 
-  Yes  Yes  - 
Yes  Yes  - 


:  w  :  :  -  -  -  *  «•  -  » 

__  —  —  —  Yts  —  Yr-  —  —  — 


—  rw  —  — 

“  NO  —  —  —  —  -  - 


HARVARD  UNIVERSITY  ... 
HAVERFORD  COLLEGE  .. 
UNIVERSITY  Of  HAWAI4AAN0A 
UNIVERSITY  Of  HAWAM10 
HENDERSON  STATE  UNIVERSITY 


-  51^3^^  ’  _  Yes  _  y»s  Y«  Yes  Yes  Yes  -  -  No  -  Nt 

..HA  Yes  Yes  -  Yes  -  -  No  _  _  Y«  -  Yes  -  -  -  '  “ 

,.UI  Yts  Yes  -  -  -  No  -  -  -  v  -  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  -  -  Yes  -  - 
H  Yes  Yes  -  Yes - Ho  "  Yes  -  Ye  -  -  y«  -  Yes  Yes  Yes  -  -  - 

I  -  -  Ye  -  No  -  - - Ye  _  _  Ye  —  Y»  ho  No  -  No  - 

II  Ye  Ye  No  -  No - Yes  -  Y« 
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^  —  —  —  —  ~T  ~-  *~_  ».  i  i_  *  ‘  J1 
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:  =  :  ¥tt  ]%  S  ^  NO  YN0  n7  nT  n;  Ye  Ye  Ye  Ye  Ye  No  Ye  No  I  I  p  Ye  Ye  No  No  No  -  Z  Z  Y«  : 

YttTye^YSjYe^ ^  “-H!cfe,Yes^Ye ! No  ^Ye‘^« j 


=  :  :  ll  z 

N“  K"  Z  _  yS  yk  to?  Ye  Ye  No  No  No  Y«  No  Ye  Jf  £  £  £  S  -  Yes  -  -  -  ”  I  I  _  I  -  Yes  - 
Y«  Ytt  y“  ”  y»  S  Ye  Y-  Yes  nJ  No  No  Ye  Ye  Yes  No 


r  _ _  F  _  -  _  -  -  -  "  _  _  AM  NO  YtS  Y« 

:  f5  S5ESS  :  -  =  =  E  :  :  i  :  :  =  -  :  ^  i  * »  »  : i  * 

_ Ye  Yes  Yes  Yes  ”  Z  Z  -----  "ZZZ  Z  -  -  -  Yes  Ye  Y«  Ye  Yes 

;  z  I SS  vS 


IJ- 1  -  -  -  B 

H7  raasaas  a?«?Sv«K.  '»*»»»*_  in  zt 

_  -  -  -  Ye  Ye  -  Yes  Ye  -  -  -  ^  Na  Ycs  Ye  No  Ye  No  -  Ye  -  -  -  „  ,  _  _  -  Ye 

^  izrrm:1:LZL.i,ia  zts 


-  - - ZZZ  -  --Ye- 

SgS  ft  »  =  =  Zfc  E 

I  I  I  -  ?5  -  -  vS  ^  :  -  -  -  -  -— Jl.rur 


-1  -  z  Z::::  - -  -  =  -  i  *  1  *  »i »  ; Y- « 

_  _  -  -  Yes  Yes  —  -  Ye  -  -  _-.----^"”-'__-Abs-ARs-Ye 

_ _  no  —  Ye  Yes  Yes  Yes  -  ZZ  _  —  —  -  —  -  ZZ-  -  -  -  -  -  No  No1 No  Y”  Ya 


A  y«  »  v«  w  y«  :  :  ;  :  :  :  _  i  »  :  w  »» 

H=  :  Ni  $  i  S  S  g  "i  BI  : yB  y«  y“  w-  y“  y“  ^  =. Y-  si  im^zzz^z 

Z  _  -  -  Ye  Y«  No  Y«  Y»  -  -  -  - 


Roll-Call  Voting . 


■fi uiurK*  v.vuu»r  <  .  « 

HILLSOAIE  COLLEGE  f 

HIRAM COLLEGER  Tv.  . : . v.  - . 

H08AHT  AND  Wit  LIAM  SMITH  COLLEGES 
HOfSlBAUKTVESSfTXCr ,,J~ 
HOLLINS  COLLEGE  ..  . 

HOLY  CROSS  COLLEGE  OF 

HOPE  COLLEGE . 

UNIVERSITY  Of  HOUSTON 
HOWARD  UNIVERSITY  , 

WiMBOLOT  STATE  UNIVERSITY 

HUNTER  COLLEGE  ** 

IDAHO  STATE  UNIVERSITY 

UNIVERSITY  OF  IDAHO  . 

ILLINOIS  BENEOKTWE COLLEGE 
lillNOlS  COLLEGE  ..  .. 

ILLINOIS  STATE  UNIVERSITY 
ILINOIS  WESLEYAN  UNIVERSITY  . 
UNIVERSITY  OF  ILUNOIS-CHAMPAIGN 
UNIVERSITY  Of  ILUNQtS-CHlCAGO 


-  No  -  No 


LHlIlfLngi  II  VI  -  '  ll  l — 

INfflANACOLliaATFATHLniCl 
INDIANA  STATE  UNIVERSITY  VrLY.T  Ll1 

INDIANA  UNIV  -PURDUE  UNW -INDIANAPOLIS; 

INDIANA  UNIVERSITY  (PENNSYLVANIA)  ♦  - 

INDIANA  UNlVERSmt  (INDIANA)^  r.  I  *  ^ 

INDIANA  UNIV  -PURDUE  UNIV-FT  WAYNE  . .  (I 

UXWERSITY  OF  INDIANAPOLIS  . I 

IONA  COLLEGE  >-aa 

ICWAINTEPCOLLEG  ATHLETIC  CONF . ■ 

IOWA  STATE  UNIVERSITY  . W 

UNIVERSITY  OF  IOWA 

ITHACACOLLEGET” . 

IVY  GROUP?  *£  * :  -  *  ’  ■ 

JACKSON  STATE  UNIVERSITY  -*.  , .... 

JACKSONVILLE  STATE  UNIVERSITY  A 
JACKSONVILLE  UNIVERSITY  . 

JAMES  MADISON  UNIVERSITY  . 

JERSEY  City  STATE  COLLEGE 
JOHN  CARROLL  UNIVERSITY  ... 

JOHN  JAY  COLLEGE  OF  CRIMINAL  JUSTICE  , 

,  .  ......  ....... _ 'sr.-H  ’Hi  iwir* 


H  ¥p«  Ln  _  —  _  Ko  —  —  —  _  _  ^  ^  Yes  —  No  — - 

'  IAA  Yes  Yts  -  Yes  -  -  Yes  -  Yes  -  Yes  -  Yes  No  Yes  No  yk 

M  Vk  V*c  —  —  —  Nfl  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  “K  —  'fi  — 

ua  Y«  Yes  —  Yes  —  —  —  Yes  Yes  —  Yes  —  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  —  —  Y^s 

,  |  AAA  Yes  Yes  -  Yes  -  -  -  -  No  -  Yes  -  YesJfw  Yes 


.  _  yb  -  Y«  res  IS  I«  1“  No  to  to  r«  *  y«  to  v«  to  w  to  r«  -  - ya  Ya  Ya  fi  Y« 

,  -  -  No  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  Y«  - Yes  No  Yes  No  Yes  No  -  Yes  -  -  "  _  I  I  I  _  -  Yes  - 

- i; '^5 -Ares'  rn“  r« ■  JB -  *-T,:vS0?d.-5 

.  -  1  -- -  -  to  to  to  to  r* 
- Nt  Ves  r«  res  res  to  -  ^  Y~  VH  m  N„  y„  No  to  to  to  -  -  -  ; _ *,  No  «s  r«  res 


.  **  a  a  a  a  a  t  a  a  *  »  »  »  a  n: 

_  _  No  Yes  Yes  -  Yes  -  -  -  Yes  No  No  Yes  Yes  Yes 

*  *  Z  I  £  £  Yes  Yes  Y«  5o  S  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  YesJioJ^  YesJe  ,  ^  ^  - 


Hn  No  _  _  _  -  Ytt  -  No  -  -  Yes  -  Yes  No  No  - 

Yk  Yes  ka  —  No  —  —  —  —  Yes  —  Yes  —  —  Yes  —  Yes  No  No  —  No  — 

S  a  -  res  -  -  res  -  res  -  res  -  res  to  to  to  Jo  -  -  to  -  to 

a  res  -  re  -  -  -  r«  res  -  res  -  ves  No  rS  r«  -  -  _  to  -  - 


Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes 
-  -  Yes  - 


.VAAA  Yes  Yes  -  Yes  -  -  -  -  Yes  -  Yes  -  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  No 

f-M  Yes  Yes  -  No  -  -  No  -  Yes  -  Yes  -  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  Yk  _  ™ 

Hi  y*s  Yes - -No - ~  ~  ~  ~  ~  ~  l*  ~  _ - 

.  Ill  Yes  Yes  -  -  -  Ahs  -  -  -  -  - - ”  £  JJ 


.  . ?5i : Tl  :  MUlils 

-  _  -  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  -  -  _______  -  No  Yes  -  Yes  Yes 


LOCK  HAVEN  UMYFRSHY  OF  PENNSYLVANIA  ...1  Yes  !*  ”  J?  “ 

LONE  STAR  CONFERENCE  .  -  •  Yes  Y«  No  -  No 

LONG  BEACH  STATE  UNIVERSITY  .  1“  12  "  ~ 

LONG  ISLANOUMV-BROOKLYN  CAMPUS  •  .  ^  Jes  Yes  -  Yes  - 

LONG  ISLAND  UNtVERSlTV-C  W  POST  CAMPUS  .  A  Yes  No  No  -  No 


"Ves  -  -  Yes  -  Yes  No  Yes  -  No 
_  _  _  _  _  -  -  —  Yes  —  Yes  Yes  Yes-Yes  — 

_  _  yes  —  Yes  -  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  -  -  No  -  - 

_ Yes  -  No  -  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  -  -  Yes  -  - 

___  Yes  -  Yes  -  —  Yes  -  Yes  No  No  -  No  - 
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-S^&tJiYMLYB^YesJ  Y«  ^<s  ^  ^es^No^Yes  No  No  No - Y« 

!^\es  Yes^fes  Yes  Yes- - I  I  I  I  I _ No  No  Yes  No  -  No 

'  Yes  Yes  -  Y«  Yes  N  yl  Ybs  Yes  No  No  No  Yes  Yes  No - 3 _ _ -  Yes  - 

I  vS  Yw  Ytt  Yes  Yes  No  No  No  Yes  Yes  No  No  No  Yes  Ym  No  -  -  -  ^  N(J  ^  No - No  - 

_  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  -  -  -  ”  " 


Roll-Call  Voting 
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fts  H9  Yes  •  Yes ,Y« ;Yes tfes „ Ko^tt^Mo^Yes ;Yes;Ye3*toltoiYes ^No vto  Yte 

_  ‘  _  _  _  Yes  Ye  -  to  No  No  No  to  Yes  Yes  Y«  Y«  to  Yes  Y«  to  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  Yes  - 

-  —  —  —  Yes  Yes  to  Yes  Yes  No  No  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Ye  to  No  No  -  —  —  -  —  —  —  -  —  —  -  No  — 

-  -  -  -  Yes  Yes  Ye*  Yes  Yes  No  No  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  No  Yes  No  -  -  -  -  -------  Yes  - 

- - N#  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  -  -  -  -  -  - - -------to  No  Yes  Yes  Yes 

- - No  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes- - - - -  -  - - -  -  - - AW  Ate  Ate  Ye  Yes 


—  —  —  —  No  Yes  Yes  No  No  No  No  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  No  Yes  No  -  —  -  —  —  —  Yes  — 

---Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes----  -  -  -  -  -  —  -  -  --  --  -  -  -  ho  No  No  Y«j  Yes 

____  Yes  Yes  Yes  No  No  to  to  Yes  No  No  to  -  -  -  Ye  - 

_  ___  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  Yes  No  Yes  No  No  Yes  -  -  -  Yes  - 

-  -  -  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - - -  -  -  -  -  -  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes 


-  -  -  Yes  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  —  -  —  -  -  — - - - - - -  -  -  Yes  y«  Ate  Ve*  to 

-  -  -  -  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  No  No  No  Yes  No  No  Yes  Yes  to  Yes  No  -------  -  -  _  _  Yes  - 

to  to  -  -  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  to  No  No  Yes  No  Yes  No  Yes  to  Yes  Yes  -  Yes  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  Yes  - 

-  -  -  -  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  y«  to  to  to  Yes  Yes  to  -  -  -  -  --_____Yes- 

-  -  -  No  Y»  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  -  ---------------  -  -  -  No  No  No  Yes  Yes 


-  -  No  -  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  No  No  to  Yes  Yes  Yes  No  No  Yes  Yes  to  No  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  Ye  - 

--  -  No  Yes  Yes  to  -  Yes  -  -  -  --  --  --  --  --  --  --  --  Yes  toko  Yes  Yes 

---No  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  -  --  --  --  --  --  --  --  --  --  Yes  Yes  to  Yes  Yes 

-  -  Yes  -  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  No  No  to  Yes  Yes  No  No  to  Yes  Yes  to  Yes  *  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  Yes  - 


-  -  -  -  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - -  -  No  No  Yes  No  to  Yes  -  -  -  Yes  - 

-  -  -  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yis  Y«s  Yes  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  Yes  Yes  Ate  Yu  Yes 

-  -  No  -  to  Yes  No  No  -  No  No  No  Yes  —  Yes  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  AOs  —  —  —  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  Yes  - 

-  -  -  -  Yes  Yes  Yes  Y«  Yes  No  to  to  Yes  Yes  Yes  No  Ate  Ate  Yes  No  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  Yes  - 

-  -  -  -  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - - -  -  -  -  No  No  Yes  to  to  -  -  -  -  Yu  - 


No  -  -  Yes  Yes  Yes  -  Yes  No  No  to  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  —  Yes  -  —  —  —  -  -  —  -  -Yis- 

-  -  -  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  to  -------------  No  No  No  to  No  Yes  -  -  -  Yes  - 

No  -  -  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  No  No  No  Yes  Yes  Ate  Yes  Ate  No  Yes  to  -  Yes  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  Yes  - 

-  -  —  Ye  Yes  -  Yes  Yes  No  No  No  Yes  Ate  Ate  Ate  Ate  No  Ate  to  -  --  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  Yes  - 

-  No  -  Yes  Yes  Yes  No  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  No  Yes  to  to  Yes  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  Yes  - 


-  -  -  -  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  -------------  No  No  Yes  -  -  No  -  -  -  Yes  - 

-  -  -  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - - -  -  -  -  -  -  —  -  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes 
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MOUNT  ST  MARYS  COUIGEImARY  LANO)  r : 
MOUNT  UNION  COLLEGE  .  rTr*  ‘ 
MUHtENBERG  COLLEGE  > '*.  ‘ 

MURRAY  STATE  UNIVERSITY  .  ........ 

NAZARETH  COLLEGE  (NEW  YORK) 

NEBRASKA  WESLEYAN  UNIVERSITY  . 
UNIVERSITY  Of  NEBRASKA  AT  KEARNEY 
UNIVERSITY  OF  NEBRASKUINCOLN  . 
UNIVERSITY  OF  NEBRASKA-OMAHA 
UNIVERSITY  Of  NEVADMAS  VEGAS 
UNIVERSITY  OF  N£VAOA’??^rr:.  .. 
NEW  ENGLAND  COLLEGIATE  CONFERENCE.; 
NEW  ENGLAND  WOMEN  $  I .  »' 

NEW  HAMPSHIRE  COLLEGE  7 . 

UNIVERSITY  OF  NEWJIAMPSHiREj' 
UNIVERSITY  Of  NEW  HAVEN 
NEW  JERSEY  ATRETIC  CONFERENCE  - 
NEW  JERSEY  INSTITUTE  OF  TECHNOLOGY 
NEW  MEXICO  HIGHLANDS  UNIVERSITY 
NfWMEXlW  STATE  UNIVERSITY  . 
UNIVERSTTYOFNEWMEXlCoTf 
UNIVERSITY  OF  NEW  ORLEANS*,  ,y. :  tv.  . 
STATE  UNIVERSITY  COLLEGE  AT  NEW  PAL]!'! 
COLLEGE  Of  NEW  ROCHELLE  ' 

NEW  YORK  COLLEGIATE  ATHLETIC  CONF.v 
NEW  YORK  INSTITUTE  Of  TECHNOLOGY 
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NIAGARA  UNIVERSITY 
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NORTHEAST  CONFERENCE  TXT. I 
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OHIO  UNiVE 

OHIO  VALLEY  (CONFERENCE  .  .  . .  .,vrr.( .  .««■;» .» 

OKLAHOMA  STATE  UNIVB»TY^<  «r;  r?,V>AV><TteS  teTVrlta^ 
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0C0  DOMWIOH  UNIVERSITY . 

OUVTT  COLLEGE . 

STATE  UNIVERSITY  COLLEGE  AT  ONtOHTA  . 
ORAL  ROBERTS  UNIVERSITY  .... 

OREGON  STATE  UNIVERSITY . 


« ;Yes  i  ^ 


.  f-AAA  Y«  Yes  -  Yu  -  -  -  -  Yes  -  Yes  -  Yes  No  Yd  Yes  Yes  -  -  Yes  -  - 
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PACIFIC- 10  CONFERENCE . 

PAINE  COLLEGE . 

PARKS  COLLEGE  OF  ST  LOWS  UNIVERSITY 

PATRIOT  LEAGUE  . 

PEACH  BELT  ATHLETIC  CONFERENCE  . 
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UNIVERSITY  OF  PENNSYLVANIA . 

PEPPERONE  UNIVERSITY  . 

PITTSBURG  STATE  UNIVERSITY . 

UNIVERSITY  Of  PITTSBURGH  . 

STATE  UNIVERSITY  COLLEGE  AT  PLATTSBURGH 


-LAA  Yis  Yes  -  No  -  -  Yes  -  Yes  -  Y«  -  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  -  -  y«  -  No 
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PRAIRIE WM A&M UNIVERSITY  .l-AA  Yes  Yes  -  No  -  -  No  -  Yes  -  No  -  Yes  No  Y»s  Yes  Yes  -  -  No  -  No 

PRESariERiAN  COLLEGE  ....  II  Yes  Yes  No  -  No  - - Yes  -  Yes  -  -  Yes  -  Yes  No  No  -  No  - 

W«ETONlJ«VERSITY . LAA  Yes  Yes  -  Yes  -  -  Yes  -  Yes  -  Yes  -  No  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  -  -  No  -  No 

PRlNClPfA  COLLEGE  . HI  Yes  Yes  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  —  -  Yes  -  Yis  -  -  -  -  - 

PROMDENCE  COLLEGE  .  . . i- AAA  Yes  Yes  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  -  —  —  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  -  —  Ne  —  — 

PURDUE  UNIVERSITY Vv'.‘: LA  Yes^Yes pi  Yes }  — \Vcs* N q yfes 
QUEENS  COLLEGE  {NEW  YOflK}^-^;;;^  II  Yea  *  Yes  Wb^  Yb  ££ —.‘YesfYeO  Y«^- 

OUINNIPIAC  COLLEGER':  H^YeilVes  ^es^->ofe®^t^Yes^Tv«  &&&  Yes  ^Yes '  No  i  No|^“^ 

RADFORD  UNIVERSITY  ? -■*?  :?C?  :V-.  ^  MAA?J  Yes  CJTes  5  J-Y«i  '-$£&£. f ^Yest^'  Yes  Y’—Vtn :  No  &  Y»  tyes*  Yb  c3Bl« 

RANDOLPH  MACON  COLEGE . Ill  Yes  Yes  -  --  No  - - _____  Yd  _  Ye*  -  - _ - 

UNIVERSITY  Of  REOLANOS  . Kl  Yes  Yes - No  - Yes  -  Yes _ 

REGiS  COLLEGE  (MASSACHUSETTS)  . Ill  Yes  Yes- - No  -  --  --  --  -  Yes  -  Yes--- _ 

REGIS  UNIVERSITY  (COLORADO) .  II  Yes  Y«  Yes  -  No  -  -  -  -  No  -  No  -  —  Yes  -  Yes  Yes  Yes  -  -  - 

RENSSELAER  POLYTECHNIC  INSTITUTE .  D  -Yes - No - - Yes  -  Yes _ 

juLOdHSLAND  COLLEGE-f^^?r^^:ii|  Ym  t  Yes  No  K ^  31:  y«V^— 

UNIVERSITY  OF  RHODE  ISLAND  ^  Y*j£i  No)*#^  Yes ^Yes^^Y^^Y^N^YesiNotYes/^tNo^iYe^ 

RHOOCS  COLLEGE  v?  J.y- fjo^  l  £ ™  fcY*y-=?W 1 

fliCHARl}  STOCKTON  COLLEGE  OF.  NEW  JERSEYS:  UI^YkSYm  1i±!' vZ&Ae'.  Y«*? 

UNIVERSITY  OF  RICHMONO . LAA  Yes  Yes  -  Yes  No  -  No  -  Yes  -  Yes  No  Yes  YeTves  -  -*  Yes  -  No  ’ 

RIDER  UNIVERSITY  ...  . I- AAA  Yes  Yes  -  Yes  -  -  -  -  Yes  -  Yes  -  Y»s  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  -  -  Yes  -  - 

RIPON  COLLEGE .  . Ill  Yes  No - No  -  -  -  - - -  _  No  -  Yes  - - 

ROANOKE  COLLEGE  ...  . 0  Yes  Yes- - No - _  _  _  _  Yes  _  yK - - - 

ROBERT  MORRIS  COLLEGE .  ...  l-AA  Yes  —  -  No  -  —  Yes  -  Yes  —  No  —  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  —  —  No  —  No 


Yes  Yes  -  --  No  -  --  --  --  -  Yes 

Yes  Yes  -  --  No  - - -  -  -  -  Yes 

Yes  Yes  -  --  No  -  --  --  --  -Yes 

Yes  Y«  Yes  -  No  -  -  -  -  No  -  No  -  -  Y|$ 

—  Yis  -  —  -  No  -  --  --  -  -  -  Yes 


Yes  -  -  - 

Yes - - 

Yes  -  -  - 

Yes  Yes  Yes  - 

Yes  -  -  - 
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RostiuuSwj  institute  of  TECHNOLOGY 

(WAN  COLLEGE  Cf  NEW  JERSEY 
RUST  COLLEGE  . 

RUTGERS  UNIYERSITY-NEWARK 
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SALISBURY  STATE  UNIVERSITY  ..  •  J' 

SAU  HOUSTON  STATE  UNIVERSITY  .  .  -  [« 

SAMFORD  UNIVERSITY  ...  *  ff 

SAN  DIEGO  STATE  UNIVERSITY  •  * 

UNIVERSITY  OF  SAN  DIEGO  .  -  --  w 

SANFRANClSCOSTATEUNWERSlTY-t?.^. 
UNIVERSITY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO'-  * « Jn  Av. 

SAN  JOSE  STATE  UNJ^TY;^.*.: 

SANTA  CLARA  UWWSTTY.  '  ;  V  W* 

SAVANNAH  COLLEGE  OF  ART  &  DESIGN  -H.*:  fI.»; 
SAVANNAH  STATE  COLLEGE  ■ 

UNIVERSITY  Of  SCRANTON .  * 

SEAniE  PACIFIC  UNIVERSITY  .  ..  ■ 

SHDN  HALL  UNIVERSITY  .  *  -  •  H 

SHA*  UNIVERSITY 

IhSp^BUM^  WTOkTVof ^NNSY^VAKIA  \  f :  II  j 
SIENA  COLLEGE  ~.v: 

SIMMONS  COLLEGE 

Simpson  colleger.  r."^  •* *i  J". 

SiuPMORE  COLLEGE .  J 

S^SS^  OF  PENNSYLVANIA  .11 

^LLTH  COLLEGE  , . . 11 

SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA  INTEHCOI  ATM  CONF  .  .3 

SONOMA  STATE  UNIVERSE 

UNIVERSITY  OF  SOUTH I  ALABAMA  ,fT. *  ^ 

SOUTH  ATLANTIC  CONFERENCE 

UNIVERSITY  0 f  SOUTH  CAROLINA — WKEH  ♦. .  - .  > 

UNIV  OF  SOUTH  CAROUNAjSPARTANSLlRG  f.  - 

SOUTH  CAROLINA  SWE  UNIVERSITY  . . .  > 

UNIVERSITY  OF  SOUTH  CAROL  IN  A— COLUMBIA  L 

SOUTH  DAKOTA  STATE  UNIVERSITY  . 

UNIVERSITY  OF  SOUTH  DAKOTA . I 

UNIVERSITY  OF  SOUTH  FLORIDA  •  v 

UNIVERSITY  OF  THE  SOUTHS 7s  :*J?‘  f 
SOUTHEAST  MISSOURI  STATE  UNIVERSITY  .  • 
SOUTHEASTERN CONFEREJKE*  f .  V  :..^- 
SOUTHEASTERN  LOUISIANA  UNIVERSITY  ^ 
UNIVERSITY  OF  SOUTHERN  CAUHIRNIA*.'. ....  jl 
SOUTHERN  COLLEGIATE  ATHLETIC  CONF  -  . . | 
UNIVERSITY  OF  SOUTHERN  COLORADO 

ISIS  SSciSjT  STATE  UNIVERSITY  .  1 
sSflNiuS  UNIVERSITY  EffMtDSVUf  .J 
SOUTHERN  ILLINOIS  UNWERSITY-CARBONDAIi  _  .  J 

UNIVERSITY  Of  SOUTHERN  INDIANA  ..!  - 

K^  lNTFRCOLliG- ATHLETIC 0)NF  -  ;/ ;.1 
UNIVERSITY  OF  SOUTHERN  MAINE*  r. ; "  \ 
SOUTHERN  METHODIST  UNIVERSITY  .  .  .... 
UNIVERSITY  OF  SOUTHERN  MISSISSIPPI 
SOUTHERN  UNIVERSITY-BATON  ROUGE  .  • 

SOUTHERN  UTAH  UNIVERSITY  . 

SOUTHLAND  CONFERENCE  -  .  . 

SOUTHWEST  BAPTIST  UNIVERSITY  . 
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southwest™  ATHLETIC_C0NFERET.CE 
UNIVERSITY  OFSOUTHWESTEfiN  LOUISIANA 
SOUTHWESTERN  UNIVERSITY  (TEXAS)  . 

SPRINGFIELD  COLLEGE  -  . 

ST  ANSELM  COLLEGE  . 

COLLEGE  OF  ST  8EN0ICT . 
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VALDOSTA  STATE  UMVEFtSrtYT.TTC 
VAWRA6Q  UNIVERSITY 
VANDERBILT  UWVEftSlTV^rt 
VASSAR COLLEGE1.-'  *"‘ 

UNIVERSITY  OyERMOT^.- 
ViLLANOViT UNIVERSfrv  .. 

VIRGINIA  COMMONWEALTH  UNIVERSITY 
VWGMAMJUTARY  INSTITUTE 
VIRGINIA  POLYTECHNIC  INSTITUTE 
VIRGINIA  STATE  UNIVERSITY  ... 

VIRGINIA  UWON  UNIVERSITY''?"^ . 

VIRGINIA  WESLEYAN  COLLEGE*. 

UNWSISITYOE VIRGINIA 
YYABASHCOULEtf  f  ' 

mm  COLLEGE  . 

WAKE  FOREST  UNIVERSITY 
WARTBUfiG  COLLEGE  -  . 

WASHBURN  UNIVERSITY  Of  TOPEKA 
WASHINGTON  A  LEE  UNIVERSITY 
WASHINGTON  COUiGE  (MARYLAND) 

WASHINGTON  STATE  UNIVERSITY' X 
WASHINGTON  UNIVERSITY  (MISSOURI! 

UNIVERSITY  OF  WASHINGTON  V 
WAYNE  STATE  UNIVERSITY  (MICHIGAN) . . 

WAYNE  STATE  COLLEGE  (NEBRASKA*  — 
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WEST  TEXAS  ASM  UNIVERSITY^*  ;  ■ . 

WEST  VIRGINIA  INSTITUTE  OF  TECHNOLOGY  .. 

WEST  VIRGINIA  KTERCOLlEG.  ATHl  CONF  . 

WEST  VIRGINIA  UNIVERSITY 
WEST  VIRGINIA  WESLEYAN  COLLEGE 
WESTERN  ATHLETIC  CONFERENCE^  . 
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Vt.^°-  Adopwtt,  79«-2  N„  ,3  - ««*"«£ 

Division  I,  201-1064;  defeated  by  Divisioi  referred  to  NCAA  Student- 

—  Defeated  by  Division  II,  45-184-1.  No.  15  P  r  ^  ^  (86-27-l).  Part  B 
Athlete  Advisory  Committee  by  DlvI*1°"m  '  ( .  Djvision  i  287-33-1.  No.  16  — 

referred  to  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Co^'^Le^yf.  Division  n,  155-67-3).  No.  16-1 
Adopted  as  amended  by  (Divjsl  TT  \q7  2q  i\’  ng  17 _ Defeated  by  Division 

23  -  Adopted  by  D~  V  nS“o«;  Division  II,  14-126).  No.  25  - 
Defeated  (Division  I-A,  36-77^ Division  No  26  __  Defeated  by  Division 

Defeated  by  Divisions  l-A  (36-79)  1  J  ..  .  .  1  t  (Division  I  317-8-1;  Division 

in.  1WM14N..  27  -  »•"'>  amended  b,  Mb.  29-1.  MM* 
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.  ,  j  71A52-10  No.  32  —  Defeated  by  Division 
bv  No  31-1,  728-51-8.  No.  31-1  —  Adopt*  ,  No  34  _  Defeated  by  Division  I, 

1*17-311.  No.  33  -  Defeated  by  D‘^'°"  by  Division  l.  298-29.  No.  35-1- 

adopted  by  Division  1,  255-o84.  No.  40  74-424')  No.  44  —  Defeated  by  Divjston 

Committee  on  Finaneial^  Aid  ^d  defeated  by  Division  11, 
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-r  's&sxxsszim  c— (tf  -  ngaa  Memberehip  ’ 

766-40-7.  No.  52  -  Adopted  by  Division  HI,  273-1 W. 


Appendix  C 

89th  Annual  Convention  Committees 

Nominating  Committee 

Chair-Mildred  B.  Griggs 

I- 1-Don  J.  DiJulia,  St.  Joseph's  University  (Pennsylvania) 

1-1 -Chris  Monasch,  Northeast  Conference 
I-2-Myron  L.  Coulter,  Western  Carolina  University 
I-2-Mikki  Flowers,  Old  Dominion  University 
I-3-Mildred  B.  Griggs,  University  of  Illinois,  Champaign 
I_3_Robert  R.  Snell,  Kansas  State  University 
I-4-Thomas  C.  Hansen,  Pacific- 10  Conference 

I- 4_Charles  Whitcomb,  San  Jose  State  University 
TI-1-Charles  A.  Eberle,  Pennsylvania  State  Athletic  Conference 
I).2-Wallace  Jackson,  Southern  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conference 

II- 3-George  W,  Eastland  Jr.,  Saginaw  Valley  State  University 

II - 4- Lynn  L.  Dorn,  North  Dakota  State  University 

III- l-Arthur  Eason,  William  Paterson  College 

III-2^Jenepher  P.  Shillingford,  Bryn  Mawr  College 
III-3-Porter  Miller,  Earlham  College 

III-4-Bridget  Belgiovine,  University  of  Wisconsin,  La  Crosse 

Men’s  Committee  on  Committees 

Chair-Gary  A.  Cunningham 

District  1-John  C.  Harper,  Bridgewater  State  College 
(MflssschusGttrS) 

District  2-Susan  Petersen-Lubow,  U.S.  Merchant  Marine  Academy 
District  3-William  T.  “Todd”  Turner,  North  Carolina  State  University 
District  4-Archie  Griffm,  Ohio  State  University 
District  5-Willard  S.  Belknap,  Wichita  State  University 
District  6-Bradford  W.  Hovious,  Arkansas  State  University 
District  7-Gary  A.  Cunningham,  California  State  University,  Fresno 
District  8-Timothy  J.  Dillon,  University  of  Alaska  Anchorage 
At  Large— Daniel  L.  Bridges,  California  Institute  of  Technology 
At  Large-Nathan  N.  Salant,  Gulf  South  Conference 
At  Large-Ronald  J.  English,  Ohio  Valley  Conference 
At  Large-William  E.  Lide,  West  Chester  University  of  Pennsylvania 

Women’s  Committee  on  Committees 

Chair-Bernadette  V.  McGlade 

District  1-Deborah  Chin,  University  of  New  Haven 
District  2 -Sharon  E.  Taylor,  Lock  Haven  University  of  Pennsylvania 
District  3-Bernadette  V.  McGlade,  Georgia  Institute  of  Technology 
District  4-Christine  H.B.  Grant,  University  of  Iowa 
District  5-Betsy  G.  Stephenson,  University  of  Kansas 
District  6-Margaret  Harbison,  East  Texas  State  University 
District  7-Marilyn  Moniz-Kaho’ohanohano,  University  of  Hawaii, 
Honolulu 
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District  8-Saundra  L.  Taylor,  University  of  Arizona 
At  Large-Diane  Milutinovich,  California  State  University,  Fresno 
At  Large-Sandy  Tillman,  Emory  University 
At  Large-Dianne  Jones,  University  of  Wisconsin,  Whitewater 
At  Large-Branwen  Smith-King,  Tufts  University 

Voting  Committee 

Chair-Barbara  G.  Walker 

District  1-Debi  Field  McGrath,  Colby-Sawyer  College 
District  2-Rich  Petriccione,  Iona  College 
District  3-John  R.  Gerdy,  Southeastern  Conference 
District  4-Judy  A.  Kruckman,  Wisconsin  Women  s  Intercol  egia 
Athletic  Conference 

District  5-Jean  Berger,  Drake  University 

District  6-Barbara  Jacket,  Prairie  View  A&M  University 

District  7-Larry  R.  Gerlach,  University  of  Utah 

District  8-Albert  T.  Gonzales,  New  Mexico  State  University 

At  Large-Sallie  Beard,  Missouri  Southern  State  College 

At  Large-Pete  Chapman,  Wayne  State  College  (Nebraska) 

At  I  ar^e-Betsv  J.  Mosher,  Northwestern  University 
At  Large-Hallie  E.  Gregory,  University  of  Maryland,  Eastern  Shore 
At  Large-Barbara  G.  Walker,  University  of  Oregon 

Memorial  Resolutions  Committee 

Chair-Judy  W.  Rose 

Allen  F.  Ackerman,  University  of  Wisconsin,  Oshkosh 
Gary  Nelson,  Montana  State  University-Billings 
Judy  W.  Rose,  University  of  North  Carolina,  Charlotte 

Credentials  Committee 

Chair- Ronnie  O.  Spry 

Susan  R.  Larkin,  John  Jay  College  of  Criminal  Justice 
Joseph  A.  Etzel,  University  of  Portland 
Ronnie  0.  Spry,  Paine  College 


Parliamentarian 

Alan  J.  Chapman,  Rice  University 


Annual  Convention  Committees 
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Appendix 

D 

Past 

Convention 

Year 

1st 

1906 

2nd 

1907 

3rd 

1908 

4th 

1909 

5th 

1910 

6th 

1911 

7th 

1912 

8th 

1913 

9th 

1914 

10th 

1915 

11th 

1916 

12th 

1917 

13th 

1918 

14th 

1919 

15  th 

1920 

16th 

1921 

17th 

1922 

18th 

1923 

19th 

1924 

20th 

1925 

21st 

1926 

22nd 

1927 

23rd 

1928 

24th 

1929* 

25th 

1930 

26th 

1931 

27th 

1932 

28th 

1933 

29th 

1934 

30th 

1935 

31st 

1936 

32nd 

1937 

33rd 

1938 

34th 

1939 

35th 

1940 

36th 

1941 

37th 

1942 

1943 

38th 

19441 

39th 

1945 

40th 

1946 

41st 

1947 

42nd 

1948 

43rd 

1949 

Convention  Sites 

City,  Hotel 

New  York  City  (Murray  Hill) 

New  York  City  (Murray  Hill) 

New  York  City  (Murray  Hill) 

New  York  City  (Murray  Hill) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

Chicago  (LaSalle) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

Chicago  (Sherman) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

Atlanta  (Georgian  Terrace) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

New  Orleans  (Roosevelt) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

Chicago  (Stevens) 

New  York  City  (Pennsylvania) 

New  York  City  (Pennsylvania) 

New  York  City  (Pennsylvania) 

New  Orleans  (St.  Charles) 

Chicago  (Sherman) 

Los  Angeles  (Biltmore) 

New  York  City  (New  Yorker) 

Detroit  (Book-Cadillac) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

No  meeting 

j-  New  York  City  (Biltmore) 

Columbus,  Ohio  (Deshler-Wallick) 

St.  Louis  (Jefferson) 

New  York  City  (New  Yorker) 

New  York  City  (New  Yorker) 

San  Francisco  (St.  Francis) 

tOfficer^Executtve  Committee  and  chairs  of  rules  committees  only. 

_ _  1995  Convention  Proceedings 


A-210 


44th 

45  th 

46th 

47th 

48th 

49  th 

50th 

51st 

52nd 

53rd 

54  th 

55th 

56th 

57th 

58th 

59th 

60th 

61st 

62nd 

63rd 

64th 

65th 

66th 

67th 

1st  Special 
68th 
69th 

2nd  Special 

3rd  Special 
70th 
71st 
72nd 
73rd 
74th 
75th 

4th  Special 
76th 
77th 
78th 
79th 

5th  Special 
80th 
81st 

6th  Special 
82nd 
83rd 
84th 
85  th 
86th 
87th 
88th 


1950 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1975 

1976 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 


New  York  City  (Commodore) 

Dallas  (Adolphus) 

Cincinnati  (Netherland  Plaza) 
Washington  (Mayflower) 

Cincinnati  (Netherland  Plaza) 

New  York  City  (New  Yorker) 

Los  Angeles  (Statler  Hilton) 

St.  Louis  (Jefferson) 

Philadelphia  (Bellvue  Stratford) 
Cincinnati  (Netherland  Hilton) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

Pittsburgh  (Penn  Sheraton) 

Chicago  (Conrad  Hilton) 

Los  Angeles  (Statler  Hilton) 

New  York  City  (Commodore) 

Chicago  (Conrad  Hilton) 

Washington  (Sheraton  Park) 

Houston  (Sheraton  Lincoln) 

New  York  City  (Biltmore) 

Los  Angeles  (Hilton) 

Washington  (Statler  Hilton) 

Houston  (Astro world) 

Hollywood,  Florida  (Diplomat) 
Chicago  (Palmer  House) 

Chicago  (Regency  Hyatt  House) 

San  Francisco  (St.  Francis) 
Washington  (Sheraton-Park) 

Chicago  (Palmer  House)  . 

it  Louis  (Stouffer’s  Riverfron  nn 

St  Louis  (Stouffer’s  Riverfront  Inn) 

Miami  Beach  (Fontainebleau) 
Atlanta  (Peachtree  Plaza) 

San  Francisco  (St.  Francis) 

New  Orleans  (Fairmont) 

Miami  Beach  (Fontainebleau  Hilton) 
St.  Louis  (Stouffer’s  Riverfront) 
Houston  (Hyatt  Regency) 

San  Diego  (Town  and  Country) 
Dallas  (Loews  Anatole) 

Nashville  (Opryland) 

New  Orleans  (Hyatt  Regency) 

New  Orleans  (Hilton  Riverside) 

San  Diego  CIbwn  and  Country) 
Dallas  (Loews  Anatole) 

Nashville  (Opryland) 

San  Francisco  (Hilton) 

Dallas  (Loews  Anatole) 

Nashville  (Opryland) 

Anaheim  (Hilton  and  Towers) 
Dallas  (Loews  Anatole) 

San  Antonio  (Marriott  Rivercenter) 


Past  Convention  Sites 
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Appendix  E 

NCAA  Officers,  1906-1995 

Years  Name,  Institution 

President 

1906-1913-Capt.  Palmer  E.  Pierce,  U.S.  Military  Academy 
1914-1916-LeBaron  R.  Briggs,  Harvard  University 
1917-1929-Brig.  Gen.  Palmer  E.  Pierce,  U.S.  Military  Academy 
1930-1932-Charles  W.  Kennedy,  Princeton  University 
1933-1937 -Maj.  John  L.  Griffith,  Intercollegiate  Conference 
(Big  Ten) 

1938- 1940- William  B.  Owens,  Stanford  University 
194 1  -1944-  Phillip  O.  Badger,  New  York  University 
1945-1946- Wilbur  C.  Smith,  Tulane  University, 

University  of  Wyoming 
1947-1949-Karl  E.  Lieb,  University  of  Iowa 
1950-1952 -Hugh  C.  Willett,  University  of  Southern  California 
1953-1954-Albert  B.  Moore,  University  of  Alabama,  Tuscaloosa 
1955-1956-Clarence  P.  Houston,  Tufts  University 
1957-1958-FrankN.  Gardner,  Drake  University 
1959-1960-Herbert  J.  Dorricott,  Western  State  College  (Colorado) 
1961-1962-Henry  B.  Hardt,  Texas  Christian  University 
1963- 1964 -Robert  F.  Ray,  University  of  Iowa 
1965-1966-Everett  D.  Barnes,  Colgate  University 
1967- 1968- Marcus  L.  Plant,  University  of  Michigan 
1969-1970-Harry  M.  Cross,  University  of  Washington 
1971-1972-Earl  M.  Ramer,  University  of  Tennessee,  Knoxville 
1973-1974-Alan  J.  Chapman,  Rice  University 
1975-1976-John  A.  Fuzak,  Michigan  State  University 
1977-1978-J.  Neils  Thompson,  University  of  Texas  at  Austin 
1979-1980-William  J.  Flynn,  Boston  College 
1981-1982-James  Frank,  Lincoln  University  (Missouri) 

1983-1984- John  L.  Toner,  University  of  Connecticut 
1985-1986-John  R.  Davis,  Oregon  State  University 
1987-1988-Wilford  S.  Bailey,  Auburn  University 
1989- 1990- Albert  M.  Witte,  University  of  Arkansas,  Fayetteville 

1991-1992-Judith  M.  Sweet,  University  of  California,  San  Diego 
1993-1995- Joseph  N.  Crowley,  University  of  Nevada 
Secretary-Treasurer 

1906-1908-Louis  A.  Bevier  Jr.,  Rutgers  University,  New  Brunswick 
1.908  -William  A.  Lambeth,  University  of  Virginia 
(Treasurer  only) 

1909- 1 939-Frank  W.  Nicolson,  Wesleyan  University 
1940-1944-Maj.  John  L.  Griffith,  Intercollegiate  Conference 

1945-1951-Ke(nneth6L)  Wilson,  Intercollegiate  Conference  (Big  Ten) 
1952-1954-Earl  S.  Fullbrook,  University  of  Nebraska,  Lincoln 
1955-1956-Ralph  W.  Aigler,  University  of  Michigan 
1957-1958-Edwin  D.  Mouzon  Jr.,  Southern  Methodist  University 
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10^9.1 960-Gen.  Percy  L.  Sadler,  Lehigh  University 
1961-1962-Rev.  Wilfred  H.  Crowley,  Santa  Clara  University 
1963- 1964- Everett  D.  Barnes,  Colgate  University 
1965- 1 966  -  Francis  E.  Smiley,  Colorado  School  of  Mines 
1967-1968-Ernest  B.  McCoy,  Pennsylvania  State  University 

1969-1970— William  J.  Flynn,  Boston  College  .  e 

1971-1972-Samuel  E.  Barnes,  Howard  University,  Umversi  y  o 
District  of  Columbia 

1977-1978-Edgar  A.  Sherman,  Muskingum  College 
1979-1980-James  Frank,  Lincoln  University  (Missouri) 

198 1-1982 -John  L.  Toner,  University  of  Connecticut 
1983-1984 -John  R.  Davis,  Oregon  State  University 
1985- 1986 -Wilford  S.  Bailey,  Auburn  University 
1987-1988-Thomas  J.  Frericks,  University  of  Dayton 
1989- 1990 -Judith  M.  Sweet,  University  of  California,  San  Diego 

1991-  1992 -B.  J.  Skelton,  Clemson  University 

1993  -Cedric  W.  Dempsey,  University  of  Arizona 
1994-  —Prentice  Gautt,  Big  Eight  Conference 
Division  I  Vice-President 

1983-  1984 -Gwendolyn  Norreli,  Michigan  State  University 

1985  -Arliss  L.  Roaden,  Tennessee  Technological  University 

iq86  -Lewis  A.  Cryer,  Pacific  Coast  Athletic  Association 
1987-1988-Albert  M.  Witte,  University  of  Arkansas,  Fayetteville 
1989-1 990— B  J  Skelton,  Clemson  University  . 

1991  -Douglas  S.  Hobbs,  University  of  California,  Los  Angeles 

1992-  1993  -R,  Elaine  Dreidame,  University  of  Dayton 

1994-  -William  M.  Sangster,  Georgia  Institute  of  Technology 

Division  II  Vice-President 

1983  -Edwin  W.  Lawrence,  University  of  Alaska  Fairbanks 

1984- 1985-Ade  L.  Sponberg,  North  Dakota  State  University 

1986  -Asa  N.  Green,  Livingston  University 

1987-  1988- Howard  El  well,  Gannon  University 

1989-  1990 -Jerry  M.  Hughes,  Central  Missouri  State  Umversi  y 

1991- 1992-Anthony  F.  Ceddia,  Shippensburg  University  of 

Pennsylvania  „ 

1993- 1995 -Charles  N.  Lindemenn,  Humboldt  State  University 

Division  III  Vice-President 

1003  -Kenneth  J.  Weller,  Central  College 
1984-1985  -  Elizabeth  A.  Kruczek,  Fitchburg  State  College 
1986-1987- Judith  M.  Sweet,  University  of  California,  San  Diego 

1988- 1989 -Alvin  J.  Van  Wie,  College  of  Wooster 

1990- 1991— Rocco  J.  Carzo,  Tufts  University 

1992- 1993-John  H.  Harvey,  Carnegie  Mellon  University 

1994-  -Edward  G.  Coll  Jr.,  Alfred  University 
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